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Current Topics. 


Payment of Money Recovered for Infant or 
Lunatic. 

Tue NEW R.S.C., ord. 22, r. 15, the draft of which we printed 
recently (ante, p. 382), has now been issued, without altera- 
tion, as an operative rule. It makes certain changes in the 
former rule so as to complete the provision for the settlement or 
compromise of actions where money or damages are claimed on 
behalf of an infant or lunatic, and for payment, unless otherwise 
ordered, of the money recovered to the Public Trustee. And 
the Public Trustee is empowered to obtain the directions of the 
court or a judge as to the administration of any trust so 
constituted. 

The Proposed Alterations in Death Duties. 

THE ALTERATIONS which the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
proposes to make in the death duties are contained in Part IIL. 
of the Finance Bill. Clause 9 substitutes the scale set out in the 
First Schedule to the Bill for the scale of rates of estate duty 
contained in the Second Schedule to the Finance Act, 1910. Up 
to £60,000 the rates remain the same, commencing at £1 per 
cent, up to £500 and rising to £7 per cent. from £40,000 to 
£60,000. Under the old scale £8 per cent. began at £70,000. 
Now it will hegin at £60,000, and the subsequent rates are raised 
until, at £1,000,000, the rate will he £20 per cent. instead of £15 
per cent. We print the full amended scale elsewhere. The 
alterations will apply in the case of persons dying after the 15th 
of Angust next. 


The Abolition of Settlement Estate Duty. 

CLAUSE 10 of the Finance Bill provides that any relief from 
the payment of estate duty given by section 5 (2) of the Finance 
Act, 1894, shall cease in the case of any person dying after 
August 15th next, and settlement estate duty shall not be levied in 
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the case of persons dying after the 11th inst. To this there are 
two provisoes :—(a) that the alteration shall not affect the relief 
given by section 5 (2) of the Act of 1894 in cases where estate 
duty has been paid on the death of one the parties to a marriage, 
so far as respects the payment of estate duty on the death of the 
other party tothe marriage ; and ()) on the first occasion on which 
estate duty becomes payable in respect of any property which 
would not have been payable but for the alteration, the settle- 
ment estate duty paid shall be set off against the amount of the 
estate duty, or, if it exceeds that amount, the excess will be re- 
funded. ‘The first proviso is the result of the further considera- 
tion which the Chancellor of the Exchequer promised to give to 
the case of the death of a widow who is tenant for life 
under her husband’s will. The proviso goes beyond 
this case, and applies generally where the spouses 
are successively interested in the same property. Where 
estate duty has been paid in respect of the death of the one 
who died first, it will not be payable on the death of the 
survivor. The second proviso shews that the statutory 
exemption purchased under the Act of 1894 by payment of 
settlement estate duty is to be withdrawn, but the purchase 
money—which Mr. LLoyd GEorRGE calls the franking fee-—will 
be returned. Clause 11 of the Bill gives relief in the case of a 
quick succession of deaths; but, as intimated by the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer, only in respect of estate duty payable on land 
or a business (not being a business carried on by a company). 
Where a second death giving rise to estate duty occurs within 
five years, the duty will be abated by amounts diminishing from 
50 per cent., if the second death occurs within one year to 10 per 
cent., if it occurs between the 4th and 5th years. Clause 12 
protects purchasers and mortgagees against the increase in the 
duties. Where a reversion has been sold before the 11th inst., 
the purchaser will not be liable for any increase in the duty, and 
where it has been mortgaged, the increase in the duty—the Bill 
says “the higher duty,” which is incorrect—-will rank as a charge 
subsequent to the mortgage. 


Sea Walls and Site Values, 

THE QUESTION of deduction of the value of “ structures” in 
arriving at site value, which was dealt with by ScrutTon, J., in 
the Norton Malreward case (see p. 335, ante), has been before the 
Court of Appeal, on appeal from the same learned judge, in 
Waite’s Executors v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (Times, 
28th inst.). Under section 25 (2) of the Finance Act, 1910, the 
‘full site value,” or divested value, is the value of the land if 
divested ‘‘ of any buildings and of any other structures . . . 
which are appurtenant to or used in connection with any such 
buildings.” Inthe Norton Malreward case a road used in con- 
nection with buildings was in question, and the point 
was whether it was a “structure,” and Scrutron, J., 
held that, since it was artificial and permanent, it fell within 
this category. In the present case the question was whether 
sea walls on a farm in Lincolnshire, which were necessary for its 
protection from the sea, since it was under the level of the 
highest tides, were to be treated as divested ; if so, the land 
would, hypothetically, be submerged and valueless. But 
whether structures or no, the walls were not appurtenant to 
buildings, and so were not within the clause. And the land 
was not building land within section 25 (4) (6), so as to allow the 
cost of the walls to be deducted as capital expenditure on 
building land. Hence the decision of Scrutton, J, disallowing 
the deduction, was affirmed. 


Taxation of ‘‘ Expenses.” 


A LEARNED correspondent whose letter we print elsewhere, 
questions with good reason the correctness of the recent decision 
of ScruTTon, J., in Simpson v. Inland Revenue Commissioners 
(30 T. L. R. 436), with reference to the meaning of the word 
“ expenses.” Under section 33 (3) of the Finance Act, 1910, a 
referee on an appeal as to land values may, if he thinks fit, 
order that any “expenses” incurred by the appellant shall be 
paid by the commissioners, and vice versa ; and any order 4s to 
expenses may be made a rule of court. In the case in question 
the referee had followed the words of the statute. and had ordered 





that the expenses of the commissioners should be paid by the 
appellant. The commissioners moved that the order should be 
made a rule of court, with a view, apparently, to having the 
expenses taxed ; but ScruTToN, J., held that this could not be 
done, because the word “axpenses” is not a term of legal art, 
and the taxing master had no jurisdiction to tax expenses. Our 
correspondent asks for our view on this decision, but he has 
himself so fully dealt with the matter that there is very little to 
add. He cites various instances of the statutory use of the word 
“expenses,” and it may also be mentioned that “expenses ” is a 
term quite familiar in taxation, since the usual order for taxa- 
tion of a trustee's costs runs “including therein any charges and 
expenses properly incurred by him.” No, doubt, as our corres- 
pondent points out, the meaning of “expenses” varies according 
to the context, and, perhaps, it was on account of this want o 
precision that the learned judge declined to recognize it as 
a word of art. But this does not conclude the matter. 
In the present instance there is no doubt that it 
means the costs incurred in connection with the reference, and 
we do not suppose that any taxing master would have had any 
difficulty in dealing with the expenses had the matter been 
referred to him, Clearly the case is not improved by Matthews 
v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (Times, 11th inst.), where the 
same learned judge held that if the referee awards “costs” 
instead of expenses, the award may be made a rule of court and 
taxation will follow. The statute does not empower him to 
award “costs,” and if a taxing master cannot tax costs because 
they are called expenses, no more can a referee award costs 
when he is only empowered to award expenses. Apparently an 
action could be brought for the expenses before taxation, and 
then, no doubt, the judge would direct the amount to be 
ascertained by taxation: see Metropolitan District Railway Co, v. 
Sharpe (5 App. Cas. 425). It seems to have been quite needless 
to suggest that the word “expenses,” in this connection is 
different from costs. 


Nerves and Workmen’s Compensation. 


WE ARE indebted tc correspondents at Liverpool for a copy of 
a paper on “The Traumatic Neurosis.” being the Presidential 
Address delivered last October by Dr. WILLIAM THORBURN 
before the Neurological Section of the Royal Society of Medicine. 
We understand that traumatic neurosis is nerve disease conse- 
quent upon an accident, whether accompanied or not by actual 
physical injury, and that it may take the form of neurasthenia— 
i.e., general nervous derangement ; or hysteria—#.e., acute nervous 
disorder ; or may be a cross between these two conditions. 
Possibly this statement is not quite correct, but it is an attempt 
to translate into popular language the disorders with which Dr. 
THORBUEN deals. Practising in the midst of a dense industrial 
population, he has had in the last quarter of a century to investi- 
gate a good many thousands of cases of traumatie neurosis, and 
his experience is that this condition is practically restricted to 
cases where compensation is recoverable for the accident. 
The common factor in these cases is, he says, the question of 
compensation, and not the nature of the injury. By this, how- 
ever, he does not, we gather, mean to imply that there is 
imposture. It is a condition largely encouraged by the proceedings 
preliminary to the assessment of compensation: the examina- 
tion of doctors on both sides and consultations with solicitors. 
“T say "—to quote his words—“ without hesitation that, on the 
one hand, I have rarely seen cases in which I felt that there was 
any conscious fraud, while, on the other hand, in the vast 
majority it has not been difficult to trace the gradual accretion of 
these psychical disturbances. And hence it follows that the 
compensation question plays so large a part in the evolution of 
the neurosis, and that, when the question is finally closed, the 
neurosis generally recovers as rapidly as in the ordinary shock 
where no such question is involved.” 


The Effect of Periodical Payments. 

AND IT is, it seems, not only that the expectation of compen- 
sation plays a large part in the evolution of neurosis, but that 
the continuance of this condition depends on the nature of the 





compensation, Formerly, when a claim could be brought only 
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at common law or under the Employers’ Liability Act, the com- 
pensation necessarily took the form of payment of a lump sum, 
and when the verdict had been given there were no longer any 
of the mental disturbances which contributed to the disease. 
“The lawyers ceased from troubling and the client was at rest ” ; 
and with the compensation, or some of it, in his pocket he exhibited 
a good recovery. On the other hand, the system under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, of giving compensation in the form 
of weekly payments so long as the disability continues, has pro- 
duced a condition of delayed neurosis which debars the patient 
from returning to work, even when he has recovered from the 
primary injury. The county court judge, says Dr. THORBURN, 
“has no option but to continue the compensation in whole or in 
part, and in so doing to continue the causes of neurosis ; and it 
is only by the “lump sum” method of settlement, with its final 
removal of such causes, that we can hope for recovery.” 
It is interesting to note that similar conclusions were reached 
by Sir Joun Coie in his work on “ Malingering,” 
published last year. ‘“Sinee the passing of the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, cases [of traumatic neurosis] have multiplied with 
great rapidity” (p. 24). Not that he regards the disease as a 
form of malingering. ‘The patient is an example ef “ the stricken 
soldier in the industrial warfare” (p. 10), and his condition is 
as truly a case of incapacity as if it were not a question of nerves. 
And in words almost identical with Dr. THoRBURN’s, Sir JouN 
COLLIE says: “Too often the abnormal condition will remain 
until the dispute arising from an accident is settled, and, 
generally, it matters very little whether the claimant wins or 
loses ; the settlement will effect the cure.” Practically the result 
seems to be that nervous disease must be recognized as a common 
condition when an accident is the subject of compensation, and 
it takes a very sharp doctor to detect when, if ever, the 
condition of disease is really at an end, and the case has become 
one of malingering. The spread of this form of disease is one 
of the results of allowing compensation ; but it is not, therefore, 
an argument against compensation ; it is a factor to be reckoned 
with, and that appears to be al]. “In Germany,” says Sir JOHN 
COLLIE, “a very strict watch is kept on the treatment of patients, 
and they can be compelled to enter a hospital for observation,” 


Revivor of a Bankrupt’s Debts, 


Iv A bankrupt, in return for a new consideration, promises to 
discharge a debt which can be proved against him in the bank- 
ruptcy, how far does such promise constitute a valid and 
binding contract ? This was the knotty problem which ATKIN, 
J., vas asked to solve in Wild v. Tucker (Times, April 30th). In 
March, 1911, WiLD, had recovered judgment against TUCKER for 
£913 11s. In October of the same year TUCKER was adjudicated 
a bankrupt; he had no assets sufficient to pay his creditors a 
dividend, and therefore he remained undischarged. In December, 
WiLD made the bankrupt a loan of £15, in consideration 
of which TucKER promised in writing to pay him his 
previous debt of £913 11s. * just as if such receiving order and 
adjudication had not been made, and in full after crediting any 
dividend received.” This undertaking remaining unfulfilled, 
WILD sued upon it, and the defendant contended that it was 
invalid. Now, in view of the fact that the plaintiff could no 
longer recover the original debt against the defendant, it is 
obvious that the consideration of £15 is an extremely inadequate 
one for a promise to discharge in full a debt of nearly £1,000; but 
inadequacy of consideration—-as between persons of equal com- 
petency—has never been in English law any bar to the validity 
of a contract. In equity, if accompanied by other circumstances 
which make the bargain “unconscionable,” equitable relief may 
be granted ; but in the present case there are absent all the 
clements which should be present when such relief is claimed. 
There is no fiduciary relationship between the parties; the 
defendant was certainly not “an expectant beir ;” and no question 
of undue influence could arise. Mr. Justice ATKIN, therefore, 
proper y refused to entertain a suggestion that the consideration 
Was non-existent or inadequate. But another argument in the 
defendant’s favour was pressed upon him, for which there is more 





to be said. It was argued that a bargain of this kind with a 


bankrupt is void “as against public policy,” inasmuch as it is ' 


calculated to re-impose upon the shoulders of insolvent debtors, in 
return for a small payment which in their state of economic 
weakness they are tempted to accept, that crushing weight of 
debt which the Bankruptcy Acts were intended to remove from 
him. A crushed and insolvent debtor is in many ways little 
better than a slave, and to save him, in the interest of society at 
large, from that degrading and disheartening status, is the policy 
of our Bankruptcy Laws. This argument, which was rejected 
by the judge, perhaps deserved more sympathetic treatment at 
his hands, 


Payment by Bank on Presentation of Deposit 
Receipt. 


THE CASE of Wood v. Clydesdale Bank, argued before the Court 
of Session in February last, is not without interest. The plaintiff, 
at a time when he was resident in this country, deposited the 
sum of £100 with the defendants at their branch in Glasgow, and 
received a deposit receipt for the money. In the following year 
he despatched from Cuba to his brother, Joun StuART Woop, then 
of Brown-street, Renfrew, a registered packet containing (1) the 
deposit receipt endorsed by the plaintiff; (2) a note written by 
him, addressed to the defendants at their branch offico, request- 
ing them to pay “ to my brother, Joun Sruart Woop,” the sum of 
£60 ; and (3) a private letter written by him to his brother, On 
or about the same date the plaintiff despatched from the post 
office a separate letter addressed to the defendants at their branch 
office, requesting them in similar terms to pay to his brother, JouNn 
STuART Woop, £60 out of thesaid £100. The letter addressed to 
the defendants reached them in due course of post. The regis- 
tered packet addressed to the plaintiff's brother was never de- 
livered to him. On the 27th of May, 1912, a man called at the 
defendants’ Lauriston branch, presented the'deposit receipt to the 
defendants, together with the letter of request contained in the 
registered packet, and requested the defendants to make payment 
to him of £60, and to give him a deposit receipt for the balance 
of tke £100. In accordance with the usual custom, he was 
asked tv endorse the deposit receipt in order to retain evidence 
of the person to whom the payment was made. He endorsed it 
“Joun Stuart Woop,” and received from the bank £60 
and a deposit receipt made out in the name of the plaintiff 
for the balance of £40 and interest. The bank in making the 
payment relied solely on the indorsement of the deposit receipt 
on the letter from the plaintiff to the defendants above referred to, 
and on the letter by the plaintiff to the defendants in 
identical terms therewith produced by the person to whom the 
money was paid. The question was whether the defendants 
could rely on the payment so made as pro tanto discharging 
them from their liability under the deposit receipt. The court, in 
giving judgment for the plaintiff, presented the law with clearness 
andjforce. A deposit receipt is not a negotiable instrument. The 
obligation imposed upon the bank by such a document is to pay 
to the person.named therein, or in accardance with his instruc- 
tions. A person in possession of an endorsed deposit receipt has 
not necessarily a right to receive payment of the amount deposited, 
and a bank paying to such a person may be called upon to pay 
over again to the depositor, not only where the signature has 
been forged, but also where the signature is genuine, if it is 
established that the holder of the document is not in fact 
authorized to receive payment. There was no suggestion of any 
negligence on the part of the bank, but the risk that the person 
receiving payment was not authorized to do so was with them, 
The party who, in fact, was deceived must suffer the loss. 














Innocert Cargo in a Guilty Barge. 


Ir is ouly two years since the Maritime Conventions Act, 
1911, came into force, yet it has already led to half-a-score of 
reported decisions. Most of these decisions have arisen out of 
the apparently simple rule laid down in section 1, namely, that 
where more than one party to a collision is to blame, the liability 
to make good the damage is to be in proportion to the degree 
in which each vessel was in fault. At common law each such party 
would be guilty ofeontributory negligence, and none would recover 
anything. In Admiralty, prior to 1911, each, if there were 
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two, would have recovered a moiety of the damage. Under 
the present rule each recovers, not a moiety, but a fraction, less 
or greater, assessed by the court in accordance with sme 
hypothetical standard of negligence, which the statute does not 
define ; but which a judge has to discover and apply. Where 
there are only two parties to a collision, this is perhaps 
not difficult ; but where there are three, a great number of 
possible combinations result; and where there are more—as is 
generally the case, since when two vessels collide, each u ually 
carries cargo whose owners are independent parties —the 
possibilities of complication are proportionately great. Great 
difficulty also arises through the allegorical language which has 
crept into this and other shipping statutes. Vessels are personified 
in language; sucha phrase as “fault of vessel” means, of 
course, fault of the vessel's cvs. But it is easy to 
real this phrase as meaning what it says, and then to 
assume that the innocent owner of cargo on board a vessel in 
fault is in some way himself a party in fault.} Two recent 
cases have had their difliculties chicfly caused by this confusion 
of metaphorical language, although other considerations have 
been auxiliary causes. In Zhe Cairnbahn (1914, P. 25), a barge, 
while in tow of a tug, was damaged by a steamsbip ; both tng 
and steamship were equally to blame. But the barge remained 
innocent. It is not identified with its guilty tug; so that the 
Court of Appeal held that its owners could recover the whole of 
their loss trom the steamship; the latter could add this pay- 
ment to its own losses, and the total should be borne in equal 
moieties by itself and the tug. In The Umma (Times, April 27th) 
the facts were a little more complicated. There was a guilty 
steamship, a guilty tug, a barge in tow of the latter, and cargo on 
the barge. Moreover, the degrees of negligence between steam 
ship and tug were found to be not equal, but in the proportion 
of three to one. Now the barge was not responsible for the col- 
lision, but its owners were also owners of the guilty tug. Is 
such a barge “ guilty” or “innocent,” so as to come within the 
rule as to equal or proportionate division of loss among all guilty 
parties. It is “guilty,” the court held, because its owners are in 
default, being also owners of the “guilty” tug. Hence the 
cargo owners, being identified with their barge in accordance 
with the well known Admralty dostrine of identification, are 
likewise bound to bear their proportion of the loss. 


Telegraphs as Telephones. 

In A second letter published in the Zimes recently Sir Her- 
BERT STEPHEN has acknowledged the curious error, pointed out in 
our issue of a fortnight ago, into which he inadvertently fell in 
speaking of his father, Mr. Justice Sreruen’s judgment in 
Attorney-General v. Edison Yelephone Co. ‘That case, as we 
pointed out, was not, as Sir HexBeRT STEPHEN supposed, a nisi 
prius decision of the learned judge, but a decision of the Exchequer 
Division, whereof he was one member and delivered judgment on 
behalf of his fellow judges. Sir Lerperr now adds some 
interesting information about the case. The information on which 
it proceeaed was filed by Sir Joun HoLker just prior to bis 
resignation of the Attorney-Generalship in 1880. The point was 
argue for the Crown by no fewer than six counsel—namely, Sir 
Henny James, HERSCHELL, Kay (afterwards the Lord Justice), 
MOULTON, and two of lesser fame. The defence had 
three counsel of almost equal fame—BenJAMIN, Q.C., RicHarRD 
Wesster, and Cozens-Harpy. Lord ALVERSTONE has informed 
Sir HexBert that tho company desired to appeal, but refrained 
from dving so because of the favourable terms aflorded them by 
the Post Office. 








When a motion to restrain certain persous from infringing a registered 
trade-mark came before Mr. Justice Joyce on the 22nd inst., says 
the 7'imes, counsel for the defendants said that they submitted to the 
order of the court. Counsel for the plaintifis was then proceeding to 
state his case, when Mr. Justice Joyce said that he objected to a case 
being used for purposes of advertisement. The plaintiffs had given 
notice of motion, and the defendants submitted. The plaintiffs could 
take their order and make an end of it. In the course of a discussion 
which followed his lordship said that he objected to being made an 
advertising medium, and that if the plaintiffs wished to make the 
matte. public they could advertise. 





7 . - 
Limited Partnerships. 
I, 

More than six years have elapsed since the Limited Partnerships 
Act, 1907, came into operation, yet it cannot be said that this form 
of partnership, though long recognized in France, Germany, and 
the United States, is anything more than a stranger in our midst. 
It is presumably a matter of common knowledge among lawyers 
that the Act was pas3ed in response to an undoubted demand 
from certain classes of the business community, and that it was 
supported by a report of a Departmental Committee of the Board 
of Trade, and by the recommendation of several eminent writers. 
Thus MILL said, “It may perhaps be thought that when due 
facilities are offered to joint-stock companies commandite 
partnerships are not required. But there are classes of cases 
to which the commandite principle must always be better 
adapted than the joint stock principle.” Sir Francis PALMER 
with less enthusiasm wrote, “There may ba cases in which the 
limited partnership will be found a useful association.” On the 
other hand the following quotation from Sir FREDERICK 
PoLLock’s “Digest of the Law of Partnership” proves the 
learned author to have been a strong advocate tor the adoption 
of this new principle in the United Kingdom. ‘ With regard to 
the objections that have been made to limited partnersbips in 
this country,” he wrote, “ I have never been able to understand 
why a plan found useful in common law jurisdictions beyond the 
seas, as well as in Cont’nental countries, where the law merchant 
was originally developed, should be dangerous and not worth 
trying here.” 

In 1905 a Departmental Committee of the Board of Trade was 
appointed to consider the amendment of the Companies Acts. 
In the course of their inquiries, this Committee considered the 
advisability of introducing legislation authorising the formation 
of limited partnerships, and their report, issued in 1906, has 
scarcely received the attention which it deserves. After stating 
that there seemed good reason for thinking that the commandite 
system might, with advantnge, be introduced into the United 
Kingdom, the report continues :—* The salient features of that 
system in its simplest form are these. There is a managing- 
partner who manages the affairs of the partnership and is under 
unlimited liability to creditors, and there is a sleeping partner 
who coatributes, or agrees to contribute, capital of specified 
amount to the purposes of the partnership.” (1906, ed. 3052, 
par. 89.) 

It might have been expected that an Act passed under such 
auspices, and backed by such recommendations, would speedily 
have comeinto geneial use. Those who cherished this expectation 
were doomed to disappointment, for hitherto, the Act has proved 
a comparative failure ; no other description can be given to a 
measure which has met with so little response from those for 
whose benefit it was framed. During the first five years after it 
had come into force, the average number of limited partnerships 
registered barely exceeded two a week, and the total capital 
contributed by limited partners was only £1,385,996 in all, It 
is believed that the results of 1913 do not show much 
improvement. ab 

This result, it is submitted, is due largely to a lack of curiosity 
on the part of the investing public and others regarding the 
provisions of the Act, and consequently to an inadequate 
appreciation of its many advantages and to various misconceptions 
arising from the want of knowledge. If this conclusion is correct, 
a short summary of the effect of the Act and the uses to which 
limited partnerships ean be put may not be out of place. It may, 
moreover, prove of interest to solicitors when advising clients on 
the investment of their capital and the development of 
businesses. 

Generally speaking the principle of limited partnership may 
serve a useful purpose in any business where— 

1. Some only of the members of the firm wish to limit 
their liability. 

2. One or more partners are content to leave the manage- 
ment of the business of the firm in the hands of one or 
more general or managing partners, and 
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3. There are good reasons against converting the business 
into, or forming, a private company. 


Many cases occur in practice in business and professional 
circles in which the foregoing conditions will be found to exist. 
What is often needed in such cases is a form of association 
between the ordinary pattnership and the limited company, and 
09 = is to be found in the limited partnership created by 
the .\ct. 


Business and Professional Men, 


To deal first with business firms. It may be taken that, 
with the advance and expansion of commercial enterprise, 
three objects have emerged of supreme importance tu the business 
community :—Unfettered facilities for the employment of capital, 
effective provisions for its security, and protection against 
unlimited liability. These objects have been achieved to a 
great extent by the passing of the Companies Acts, but there are 
many instances where it is inadvisable to turn a business into 
a private company with limited liability. The publicity so 
involved may be a very real objection, or, again, the nature of 
the business may be such that it cannot be conducted by a 
company, or that it depends upon the unlimited personal 
responsibility of those engaged in it. In many cases to limit the 
liability of a firm would be seriously to affect its credit. Whenan 
increase of capital is desired under such circumstances, it can 
be obtained in two ways, by loan, or by the introduction of a 
limited partner. But if a loan is chosen it must be very carefully 
wranged, otherwise the lender may find himself unexpectedly in 
the position of a full partner with unlimited liability. If, on the 
other hand, a limited partner is brought in, his liability wiil be 
limited to his contribution, while he will still have the advantage 
of sharing in the profits of the firm. ‘The managing partners 
will obtain the necessary capital, without having surrendered any 
part of the control or management of the business. Moreover, 
the difficulty of publicity will be overcome, for the firm name 
will remain the same ; the name of the limited partner need not 
form a part of the bill-heads or advertisements, nor need the word 
“Limited” be added. ‘The articles of partnership will be as 
secret as before ; private arrangements between the partners will 
not be disclosed ; and, what is perhaps even more important, the 
amount of the capital subscribed by the general partners will 
not become public property. The register, in fact, discloses 
nothing not already known to persons acquainted with the firm, 
except the capital provided by the limited partner, and the length 
of the partnership term. 

What has been said with regard to business men applies also 
to professional men, such as medical practitioners, solicitors, 
stockbrokers, and so on. These in fact are usually debarred, 
either by the rules of their profession or by custom, or by 
etiquette, from practising with limited liability, and it is very 
often the case that the stability and success of a professional firm 
depends upon the unlimited personal responsibility of its members. 
It would seem, therefore, that the power of introducing capital by 
means of a limited partner, without weakening the personnel of 
the firm, might prove extremely advantageous. 


Small Traders. 


The advantages offered by the Act to small traders are equally 
obvious, and the register shews that a very large proportion of 
limited partnerships have been registered by this class. Here 
again the Act is useful in affording toa tradera simple and inex- 
pensive means of obtaining additional capital without converting 
his business into a company. To take an instance: aman whois 
the owner of a small but profitable business, with a good local 
connection, requires capital for the purpose of opening a branch, 
or starting in some new line. It is not unreasonable to suppose 
that manv of his friends would be prepared and, in fact, anxious 
to invest in the business in return for a share in the profits, 
provided that they could limit their liability. The conversion 
of such a business into a company is objectionable on many 
grounds. Publicity is often a handicap ; limited liability may 
prejudice the trader’s credit with wholesale firms ; the expense 
of conversion is heavy. Moreover, the somewhat stringent 
lege) and official requirements imposed on companies with 





reference to filing returns and notices, resolutions, agresments» 
the increase and reduction of capital, allotment and other 
matters relating to management, are burdensome in the case 
of a small business. Before the Limited Partnerships Act 
the only course open to the trader would have been to 
borrow on personal security, an expedient which has not 
infrequently resulted in bankruptey. Since the Act, however, 
those who are willing to invest their capital in the business can 
do so with safety and little inconvenience, either to themselves 
or the trader. 
| To be contin ued. | 


The Interruption of Highways. 


To interrupt a highway is, of course, to obstruct it, and con: 
stitutes at common law a public nuisance, provided it is com- 
mitted wilfully or negligently. Where, however, a person is 
compelled} by necessity or in the public interest to commit a 
nuisance, his conduct ceases to be indictable, but he is under a 
common law duty to abate his own nuisance at the earliest 
possible moment ; in other words, to reduce it within the smallest 
possible compass. ‘These principles are very elementary law, but 
it is only within the last few years that one consequence which 
follows in strict logic from them bas been grasped and applied 
by our judges. That consequence is this. Where an under- 
taker is permitted by statute to interrupt a highway for some 
purpose incidental to the execution of his authorized undertaking, 
he must abate his own nuisance to the best of his ability ; in 
other words, he must provide an equally commodious highway 
for tho use of the public. This doctrine was first laid down so 
recently as 1909 by Mouton, L.J., in Hertfordshire County 
Council v. Great Lustern Railway (1909, 2 K. B., at p. 403). It 
is now generally accepted as an important new principle, at 
once far reaching and sound. And in a number of recent cases 
it has been approved or followed. 

Now, let us seo what is involved in this statement. It means 
at least three things, which can be illustrated by the case of 
railway and canal companies. Such undertakings, especially 
railway companies, are under a common law obligation (which, 
in the case of railways, has received statutory recognition in 
section 46 of the Railway Clauses Act of 1845), when their line 
crosses a highway, either to provide a level crossing, or to carry 
the road under the railway by a tunnel or over it by a bridge. 
In each case they must construct a proper work in place of the 
interrupted road, and keep it permanently in good and adeqnate 
repair: Hertfordshire Coun'y Council vy. Great Eastei n Railway 
(supra). If they fail to do so, an information for their default 
will lie against them at the suit of the Attorney-General on be- 
half of the public. ; 

But their obligation does not end here. It is not enough that 
they should construct a bridge or other work sutlicient for the 
tratlic borne by the highway at the daté when it was interrupted 
by them. On the contrary, they must have regard to the changing 
circumstances of the age and of the locality, and provide a 
structure able to bear all traflic, that may reasonably be supported, 
of those who use the road : Alforney-Grenzral v. Sharpness New Docks 
(30 T. L. R. 273). Thus, where a district which was agricultural 
at the date of the undertaking has in course of time become 
industrial, the heavier traffic thus arising must be provided for. 
Where a sparsely populated district becomes crowded, the same 
rule applies. And modern developments of road-user, such as 
motor-cars and traction-engines, must be catered for as well. 

Again, it has been held that precisely the same rules apply to 
the solid structure of any bridge, which the undertaker constructs 
to carry the intercepted highways, as apply to the roalway itself : 
Attorney-General v. Sharpness New Docks (supra). Not only must 
the highway be kept in proper repair to bear the new modes of 
traffic, but so mus the bridge which supports it. This is an 
important point in view of the burden it lays on the undertaker. 
The latter may have constructed a perfectly satisfactory bridge 
at the date he took the highway over his line, and may have 
kept it in perfect repair ever since. But if the user of that 
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and dangerous structure, then he must build a new and 
stronger bridge. In other words, his liability to erect 
accommodation works for the highway is not limited by the 
conditions at the inception of his undertaking, but is an ever 
growing and an indefinite liability. 

Of course, all the common law obligations may be displaced if 
the statute which authorizes an undertaking, expressly or by 
necessary implication, takes them away or substitutes others for 
them. In the recent case of Worshorough District Couneil v. Barns- 
ley British Co-operative Society (Limited) (Times, May 21st) two 
reasons, for supposing such an obligation to have been removed by 
statute were considered by Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. In the first 
place, it was suggested that, where a railway is constructed under 
a special Act incorporating the Railway Clauses Act of 1847, 
then the fusciculus of clauses, 46 to 67, dealing with accommoda- 
tion works in the general Act must be regarded as having substi- 
tuted new statutory obligations for those arising out of the common 
law principle. This Mr. Justice WARRINGTON refused to hold. 
Again, it was argued that certain provisions in the various Motor 
Car and Locomotive Acts, 1878, 1898 and 1903, which enable a 
railway company temporarily to close to locomotives a bridge 
that has become unsafe for such traffic, absolve them from 
liability to keep it in such a state of repair as te be adequate to 
the needs of locomotives. Here again, however, tke learned 
judge took a different view. The statutes, the held, do 
not relieve he undertaker from his duty to keep the bridge or 
highway in full repair for all traffic ordinarily using it ; they 
merely give him the necessary disciplinary control over such 
traflic while he is executing his repairs, 





Correspondence. 
Finance Act, 1910—Costs of Appeals to 
Referees. 


[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I think the decision in Re Simpson (89 T. L. R. 436) calls 


for somewhat fuller notice than appears to have been given to it 
hitherto in legal journals. By section 33 of the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910, sub-section (3), as amended by section 7 of the Revenue 
Act, 1911, a referee, in the event of an appeal against a provisional 
valuation, &c., is empowered to “order that any expenses incurred ” 
by the appellant or the respondent may be paid by either party to 
the other, and it is also enacted that an “order” by the referee “as 
to expenses ” may be made a rule of court. In the case mentioned 
above it was held that where a referee, following the words of the 
Act, had ordered that the “ expenses ” incurred by one party should 
be paid by the other, such an order could not be made a rule of 
court, inasmuch as the word “‘ expenses” was not a‘term of “ legal 
art.” Accordingly, the taxing master was unable to tax the 
* expenses,” and apparently the party to whom they were awarded 
has no means of enforcing the award, unless—which is not clear—he 
can sue upon it. On the other hand, in another case, reported in the 
7'imes of the 11th inst., where the referee, instead of using the 
statutory term “ expenses,” had used the word “costs,” no difficulty 
was experienced in making the order a rule of court, and the taxing 
master’s powers then became available. 

Re Simpson certainly seems a curious decision. In the first place, 
the word “expenses” has frequently been used in Acts of Parliament. 
By the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, ss. 52 and 82, 
provision is made for the payment of the costs therein referred to, 
and it is expressly enacted that such costs shall include all “ expenses 
incurred” in relation to the proceedings and matters referred to in 
those sections respectively. So in the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s, 
14, sub-section (2), the court is authorized to relieve against 
forfeiture on such terms as to costs, “expenses,” &c., as the court 
may think fit. In R.S.C., Ord. 65, the taxing master is expressly 
authorized to make allowances for “ expenses”’ incurred in reference 
to the preparation of cerrtain documents, in procuring evidence, &e. : 
see rule 22 and rule 27 (1) and (9). We are, of course, familiar 
with the term testamentary “expenses.” Many other instances 
could be given. In view of the frequent use of the term 
both in Acts of Parliament and in rules of court, it is difficult to 
understand upon what ground the work can be excluded from the 
terms of “ legal art.” 

As the decisions stand, if a referee orders the payment of “ costs ’ 
only—a course which the Finance Act does not, in terms, authorize— 
this order covers by implication the payment of expenses ; but if 
the referee orders the payment of “ expenses” only-——a course which 


? 





the Finance Act in terms does authorize—the successful ry is 
deprived of that which he would by implication have secured if the 
unauthorized word “costs” had been used. That is to say, an order 
may impliedly give rights which it cannot give expressly—a sort of 
inverte spplieation of the maxim Lxpressio wnius, Ke. 

Different meanings are, no doubt, attributable to the words “ costs 
and “ expenses” (see United Land Co. v. Yottenham Local Board, 13 
Q. B.D. 640), according to the context ; but if that difference is relevant 
here, it would seem to indicate that a referee has power to award 
“expenses,” but has no power to award ‘‘costs.” In this context 
the word “expenses” clearly covers the costs of obtaining legal 
assistance ; in the late Mr. Aggs’ annotated edition of the Finance 
Act, 1910. p. 67, he adds a note to the section in question to the 
effect that “expenses” should be taxed ; and there is no reason to 
suppose that a taxing master would regard the word as other than a 
“term of legal art,” recognized alike by statute and by rules of 
court. Re Simpson, as reported, does not set forth very fully the 
arguments pyo and con., and I think members of the profession would 
be interested in learning your views upon it. | oe 

May 23. 

[See observations under “ Current Topics.”—Ed. S. J.] 








Reviews. 


Wills and Intestacies. 


Tue Ruves or LAw AND ADMINISTRATION RELATING TO WILLS AND 
Intestacies. By CHaries Percy Sancer, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Mr. Sanger has produced a very useful and interesting book dealing 
with the chief questions which arise in testate and intestate succes- 
sion. He commences with a chapter on the rule in Shelley’s Case, and 
then takes up—under Wills—such matters as Perpetuities, Accumu- 
lations, Lapse, Satisfaction and Ademption ; and under Jntestacy, 
the rights of the widower and widow, of the heir at law, and of the 
next of kin ; and there are useful chapters on Personal Representatives 
(ch. 9), and on Tenant for Life and Remainderman (ch. 13). 
Under the last head, in explaining the rule in Ad/husen v. Whittell 
(L. R. 4 Eq. 295), Mr. Sanger refers to Sargant’s, J., recent decision in 
Re McEuen (1913, 2 Ch. 704), but he might perhaps have noted the 
view of the learned judge that the rule was to be treated as a 
servant and not a master. The scope of the work forbids in Chapter 1 
any extended discussion of the Rule in Shelley’s case, but the reader 
is put on the track of its discussion by a reference to Perrin v. Blake 
(4 Burr. 2579) and Fearne’s Contingent Remainders, and to Lord 
Macnaghten’s judgment in Van Grutten v. Foxrwell (1897, A. C., 
p. 668). The rules as to satisfaction of portions and debts by legacies 
are clearly stated, and generally the note of the book is its concise 
presentment of rules of law and*equity which are frequently wanted 
in practice. In his preface Mr. Sanger has a tilt against the English 
Law of Real Property ; he suggests a one-section Act of Parliament 
to convert all fees into long terms of years. But this is only 
replacing one technicality by another, and we doubt whether it 
would, as he says, “ simplify and improve the law in a high degree.’ 
It would certainly make plenty of work fur the lawyers—which no 
—_ is in its favour, The book is a sound and valuable piece of 
work, 





Books of the Week. 


Chancery Practice.—Daniell’s Chancery Forms. Forms 
and Precedents of Proceedings in the Chancery Division, and on 
Appeal therefrom. Sixth Edition. With Summaries of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court ; Practical Notes ; and References to the eighth 
Edition of Daniell’s Chancery Practice. By RicHarp WHITE, a 
Master of the Supreme Court, Assisted by Frank E. W. Nicno.s, of 
Chancery Chambers, and Henry G. Garrett, of the Chancery 
Registrar’s Office. Stevens and Sons (Limited). 50s. 


London Buildings.—The London Building Acts, including 
the London Building Act, 1894 ; the Amendment Acts of 1898 and 
1905 ; L.C.C. General Powers Acts, 1908 and 1909 ; the Cinematograph 
Act, 1909; Town Planning Act, &c. A Text-book on the Law 
Relating to Building in the Metropolis. By Professor BaNisTER 
Fiercuer. Fifth Edition, Revised, Re-arranged, and Enlarged, with 
Further Notes and Cases, by Banister Fiicut FLercaer, F.R.LB.A., 
F.S.L, Architect, and Hersert Pairs Friercurr, F.R.1B.A., 
F.S.L, Architect, Barristers-at-Law. Illustrated with numerous 
Plates. B. T. Batsford (Limited). 10s. net. 

Constitutional History,—Lectures on the Relation between 
Law and PublicOpinion in England during the Nineteenth ce 
By ~ V. Dicey, K.C., Hon. D.C.L. Macmillan and Co. (Limited). 
10s, 6d. net, 
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CASES OF PREVIOUS 
SITTINGS. 


House of Lords. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. MILNE, 6th March; 7th April. 
REVENUE—SETILED Estare Duty—VOoLtuUNTARY SETTLEMENT RESERVING 
wo Benefit TO SerrLon—DeratH or SertLon Within THREE YEaARs— 

‘** PROPERTY Passinc UNDER A DisposiTION ON THE DeaTH OF THE 

DeceAseD ’’—Frnance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), s. 2, suB- 

SECTION 1 (Cc); s. 5. 

Where property is settled by a voluntary disposition not reserving 
a life or other interest to the settlor, it passes immediately under that 
disposition, and cannot be deemed to pass upon his death in the event 
of his dying within three years from the date of its execution; and, 
therefore, no settled estate duty under the Finance Act, 1894, is payable 
in respect thereof. 

So held by the House (Lord Dunedin diss.), affirming an order of 
Court of Appeal (57 Soticrrors’ JourNaL, 532; 1913, 2 AK. B. 606; 82 
L. J. K. B. 773), which reversed the judgment of Horridge, J. (1913, 
1 K. B. 337) in favour of the Crown. 


Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal on a claim by the 
Crown, which raised the question whether settlement estate “duty 
became payable by the respondents under the provisions of the Finance 
Act, 1894. Henry Ernest Milne, in May, 1909, by a voluntary settle- 
ment, conveyed securities to the amount of £3,980 to trustees upon 
trust for his son, John Rathwell Milne, for his life or until bank- 
ruptcy or alienation, and after his death to his issue as he should by 
deed or will appoint. The respondents to the appeal were the trustees 
of the settlement. The settlor died in December, 1911, and on his 
death the trustees paid £278 12s. 5d. for estate duty under section 2 of 
the Act of 1894, liability to pay which they did not dispute. They denied, 
however, that they were liable to pay settlement estate duty under 
section 5 of the same Act, which enacts that ‘‘(1) Where property 
in respect of which estate duty is leviable is settled by 
will of the deceased, or, having been settled by some  otler 
disposition, passes under that disposition on the death of 
the deceased to some person not competent to dispose of ”’ it, settle- 
ment estate duty is to be paid. The Court of Appeal, reversing a 
judgment of Horridge, J., held that the property, which consisted of 
certain shares comprised in the deed, passed on the execution of the 
deed and not ‘‘ at the death of the deceased’; the words of section 5, 
sub-section 1, must be taken in their natural sense, and not as referring 
to a notional passing under section 2, sub-section 1, and, therefore, the 
claim by the Crown for settlement estate duty was dismissed. The 
Crown appealed. . 

The Hovse took time for consideration. 

The Hovusr (Lord Hatpanz, U., Lord Atkinson, and Lord Parker, 
Lord Duneptn diss.) affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal 
that the property settled in May, 1909, did not pass under that dis- 
position on the death of the settlor. The contention of the Crgywn 
that in cases where estate duty became payable under section 2, settled 
estate duty became payable under section 5 on all property disposed 
of by the deceased within three years of his death, if by the terms 
of the disposition or gift the life tenant was unable to alienate 
during his life, but had power to appoint by deed or will in favour 
of his children, could not be upheld on the construction of section 5 
construed according to the natural sense of the words there used. 
No duty was leviable unless it was brought within the letter of the 
statute, and if there was a casus omissus, as contended by the Crown, 
that must be dealt with by legislation. Appeal dismissed, with costs.— 
CounsEL, for the Crown, Sir John Simon, A.-G., Sir Stanley Buck: 
master, S.-G., and W. R. Sheldon; for the respondents, Danckwerts, 
K.C., and J. FE. Harman. Sortcrrors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue; 
Rooke & Sons. 


[Reported by Ersxixr Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


CHARING CR'SS WEST END AND CITY ELECTRICITY SUPPLY 
CO. v. LONDON HYDRAULIC POWER CO. No. 2. 3rd April. 
Nursance—Marins Lap unper Statutory Powers uNDER STREET— 
Burstinc or Hypravtic Marts—DamaGE CAUSED TO ELEcTRIC CaBLEs. 
The plaintiffs and the defendants were the owners respectively of 
electric cables and hydraulic mains which had been laid under the 
same streets under statutory powers. The hydraulic main burst owing 
to subsidences of the soil, due to heavy traffic, and not to any negligence 
on the part of the defendants, and thereby caused damage to the 

plaintiffs’ electric cables. 

Held, that the defendants were liable, as they had for their own 
profit brought into a road a dangerous thing, which by escaping caused 
a@ nuisance to the plaintiffs, and that in the absence of a statutory 
authorization of the nuisance, they were liable in damages, notwith- 
standing that they had not been guilty of any negligence. 

Midwood v. Manchester Corporation (1905, 2 K. B. 597) followed. 

Decision of Scrutton, J. (1913, 3 K. B. 442) affirmed. 

Appeal from a decision of Serutton, J. (reported 1913, 3 K. B. 


442, 11 L. G. R. 1913, 77 J. P. 378). The plaintiffs were the owners 
of electric cables which they had laid in 1901-2 under a provisional 
order authorizing them to break up the surface of the streets, and 
they claimed against the defendants, an hydraulic power company, 
damages alleged to have been caused to their cables by water escaping 
from fractures or bursts in the hydraulic mains. The defendant com- 
pany had by their earlier Act of 1871 statutory authority to lay their 
mains in the same streets, without the usual clause as to nuisances; 
but this was qualified by a provision in their later Act of 1884 that 
the grant of this power was not to affect their legal liability for 
nuisances. It was found as a fact that the bursting of the mains on 
different occasions in four different streets, in each case damaging the 
plaintiffs’ cables, was not due to any negligence on the part of the 
defendants, but was due to subsidences of the soil caused by the heavy 
traffic. Two of the mains which so burst had been laid by the plain- 
tiffs under their private Act of 1884, which did not contain the usual 
clause that nothing in the Act should exempt the company from 
liability for nuisance. The other two had been laid down under a 
later Act, which did contain such a clause, and in this later Act it 
was provided that the two Acts should be *‘ read and construed together 
as one Act.’’ The plaintiffs claimed that the defendants were liable 
in respect of all four of the mains. This the defendants denied, and 
further contended that in the case of the two first-mentioned mains 
the nuisance was authorized by the statute under which they were 
laid. Scrutton, J., held that the defendants as co-licensees and 
co-users of the streets, had for their own profit brought into them a 
dangerous thing—water at very high pressure, which, if it escaped, 
did enormous damage—which dangerous thing had escaped through 
the subsidence of the soil. Their private Acts must be construed 
together as one Act, and they had therefore created a nuisance for 
which they were liable in damages for the amount claimed. The 
defendants appealed. Without hearing counsel for the respondents, 

Tue Court (Lord Sumner, Kennepy, L.J., and Bray, J.) held that 
the doctrine of Rylands v. Fletcher (1868, L. R. 3 H. L. 350) applied 
not only to cases in which the dangerous thing escaped from the 
defendants’ land on to the plaintiffs’ land and did damage there, but 
also to cases where the plaintiffs occupied land by licence only and had 
no right of property in the soil. There was no statutory authorisation 
of the nuisance, and, therefore, apart from any question of negligence, 
the defendants had rightly been held liable. Appeal dismissed with 
costs.—CowunskEL, for the appellants, Sankey, K.C., and F. Gover; for 
the respondents, McCall, K.C., and Marriott. Soricitors, Beale ¢& 
Co.; Fladgate & Co. 

[Reported by Erskine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WHITTINGTON GAS LIGHT AND COKE CO, v. CHESTERFIELD GAS 
AND WATER BOARD. No.1. 4th May. 

Gas—Gas Company—Marns—Service Pirpes—Meanina or ‘‘ Marns ’’— 
PROHIBITION AGAINST EXTENDING MAINS. 

By a local Act it was provided that it should not be lawful for the 
defendants to extend their existing mains for the supply of gas in the 
parishes of B. and W. without the plaintiffs’ consent. The defendants, 
without such consent, laid a two-inch pipe, 88 yards long, from one of 
their mains to supply a foundry with gas for power and lighting. 

Held, that the pipe was a service pipe, and not a main within the 
meaning of the Act, either by reason of its position or capacity, or 
otherwise. 

Appeal from a decision of Eve, J. (reported 58 Soricrrors’ JOURNAL; 
155), in an action to restrain the defendants from extending their gas 
mains in contravention of the provisions of the Chesterfield Gas and 
Water Board Act, 1895, by section 4 of which it was provided that it 
should not be lawful for the defendants to extend their existing mains 
for the supply of gas in the parishes of Brimington and Whittington 
unless with the previous consent, in writing, of the plaintiffs. There 
was an almost similar proviso in an earlier Act of 1865, under which 
the defendants were first authorised to supply gas in the said two 
parishes. The defendants had recently laid a pipe two inches in 
diameter down a road, in the parish of Whittington, for a distance of 
88 yards from their main in the Sheffield-road, to a foundry belonging 
to one Green, for the supply of gas both for lighting and power. The 
plaintiffs alleged that this pipe was a ‘‘main,”’ and therefore the 
extension of an existing main. Eve, J., held that the word ‘‘ main’’ 
in the Act did not include service-pipes, that this was only a service 
pipe, and was not used as a main, and dismissed the action with costs. 
The plaintiffs appealed, and 

Tue Courr dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., having stated the facts, said that it had 
been found that the pipe was not more than reasonably sufficient for 
the present or probable future needs of Green’s foundry. That was a 
finding of fact which could not be disturbed. But it was said that 
there was a margin of capacity in the pipe over what was necessary 
for Green’s purposes, which might be made available for lighting 
other houses from it, and in that sense the pipe was, or might become, 
a main. But his lordship felt no doubt that the prohibition in the 
Act did not apply to a service pipe—a pipe used to tap the main, and 
The learned judge had found that this was 


} 


convey the gas to a house. 
nouses. 


a mere service pipe, and could not be used to supply other | 
The burden of proof that it was a main rested on the plaintiffs, and 
there had been nothing in the argument to satisfy his lordship that 
it was so. The decision of Eye, J., was perfectly right, and the 








appeal would be dismissed wv ith costs. 
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Swinren Eapy, L.J., who observed that the word “‘extend’’ was 
one appropriate to a main, but not to a service pipe, and 

Prcxrorp, L.J., who said that a two-inch service pipe was common, 
but a two-inch main very rare, delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Counset, F. H. Maugham, K.C., and Bridges; George Cave, K.C., 
and Scholefield. Soxicrrors, Cooper d: ('o., for Davies, Sanders, & 
Swanwick, Chesterfield ; Stevens, Son, & Parkes, for Jones & Middle- 
ton, Chesterfield. 


[Reported by H sarrieter-at-Law.] 


MILLBOURN v. LYONS, No.1. Iith and 12th May. 
Restrictive CoOvENANT—VENDOR AND PurciaAsER—T1TLE—ConTRACT 

FoR SALE or Lanp ContTaAIninGc Restrictive STIPULATION—COVENANT 

FOR PROTECTION OF VENDOR’S ADJOINING LAND—ADJOINING LAND 

SOLD BEFORE COMPLETION—COVENANT NOT ENFORCEABLE—CONTRACT 

SUPERSEDED BY CONVEYANCE. 

In December, 1898, a contract was entered into for the sale of a 
hotel and grounds, and it provided that the conveyance should contain a 
covenant by the purchase r, her heirs and assigns, restrictive of the 
user of the property and jor the protection of the vendor's adjoining 
land. Between the date of the contract and its completion—a year 
later—all the vendor's adjoining land was sold without any mention of 
the existence of any restriction. In Dece 1899, the purchase of 
the hotel was completed, and the conveyance contained a covenant by 
the purchaser in the terms of the restrictive stipulations in the contract. 

Held (afarming Neville, J.), that the conveyance superseded the con- 
tract, and, there being no property to which the benefit of the restric- 
tive stipulation contained in the latter could attach, that such stipula- 
tion was unenforceable. 

Leggott v. Barrett (15 Ch. D. 

Appeal from a decision of 


Laxosorp Lewis 


mber > 


306) applied. 

Neville, J. (reported 58 Sorrcrrors’ 
JourRNAL, 154), in a vendor’s action for specitic performance. The 
plaintiffs, who were the owners of the Crystal Palace Hotel, contracted 
n 1911 to sell it to the defendant, and the agreement contained a clause 
to the effect that there were no restrictions attaching to the property 
which would prevent the defendant from building in the hotel garden 
a building suitable for a music-hall. The property originally belonged 
to one Jones Vere, who, on the lst of December, 1898, contracted to seil 
it to H., through whom the plaintiffs derived title. The contract pro- 
vided that the conveyance to the purchaser should contain a covenant 
by her, so as to bind her heirs and that neither the hotel 
gardens nor any part of the premises should at any time be used for any 
offensive or noisy trade or business, or for any purpose which might 
grow to be in any way a nuisance or annoyance to the vendor, his heirs 
and assigns, owners and occupiers for the time being of the buildings 
and property adjoining to, or in the neighbourhood of, the hotel. Jones 
Vere died in April, 1899, and his executors sold all his property adjoin- 
ing or near the hotel before the completion of the purchase of the latter, 
which took place on the 29th day of December, 1899. There was no 
building scheme, and no mention, either in the conditions of sale or the 
conveyances of the adjoining property, of the existence of the restric- 
tion contained in the contract for the sale of the hotel. The con- 
reyance to H, contained a restrictive covenant by her with the executors 
to the same effect as the stipulation in the contract. The abstract of 
title delivered to the defendant included the contract for sale to H., 
and he objected to the title on the ground that the restriction was stiil 
operative and could be enforced against him by the purchasers of the 
adjoining land. Neville, J., held that the restriction was unenforce- 
able, and gave judgment for the plaintiffs for specific performance. The 
defendant appealed. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the question was whether a restric- 
tive agreement contained in a contract for sale would affect a subsequent 
purchaser who had notice of the contract. [Having read the material 
portions of the contract of the Ist of December, 1898, his lordship pro- 
ceeded :] In his opinion the stipulation in the contract was nothing 
more than an agreement between the parties that certain obligations 
should be found in the conveyance when executed, but it was not, taken 
by itself, a binding arrangement affecting the land. Vere having died 
in April, 1899, his executors sold all the adjoining property as to which 
the agreement was intended to operate, and in no conveyance was 
there any mention of, or assignment of the benefit of the contract. 
His lordship read the covenant in the conveyance to Mrs. Hodgkins, 
and, proceeding, said that it was only made with Messrs. Hansard & 
Rogers ; there were no words of limitation. It was not seriously argued 
that the present appellants could make out any case at all on the con- 
struction of the covenant in the conveyance; it could create no obliga- 
tions as between purchasers on either side. But there had been an 
able argument, putting the matter on more general grounds. It was 
said that by the contract, the purchaser became in equity the owner of 
the estate, and that if a restrictive stipulation was entered into by the 
contract, the benefit of that adhered to every part of the estate, and the 
purchasers could enforce it, although they knew nothing about it at the 
time of their purchase, and for that Rogers v. Hosegood (1900, 2 Ch. 
388), was relied on. He thought that a mistake, and a dangerous mis- 
take. The rights of the parties were entirely governed by the con- 
veyance, a later and superior document to the contract. His lordship 
referred to Leqgott v. Barrett (15 Ch. D. 306, 39), where James, L.J., 
said, ‘‘ If parties have made an executory contract which is to be carried 
ont by a deed afterwards executed, the real completed contract between 
the parties is to be found in the deed, and you have no right whatever 
to look at the contract, though it is recited in the deed, except for the 


assigns, 





purpose of construing the deed itself. . A recital of the agree- 
ment in such deed would have the same effect as an ordinary preamble 
to an Act of Parliament or any other instrument as shewing what the 
objects of the parties was, and-as a guide to the construction of their 
words, but you have no right for any other purpose to look at anything 
but the deed itself.’’ There was no answer to the point made by Mr. 
Peterson that, if the argument for the appellants was well founded, the 
agreement for sale would form part of the title in every case. Birming- 
ham, Dudley and District Banking Co. v. Ross (38 Ch. D. 295) was 
another distinct authority in favour of the plaintiffs. The appeal would 
be dismissed with costs. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., delivered judgment. to the same effect, observing 
that there was no evidence of any intention to annex the benefit of the 
covenant to any land in the neighbourhood ; it was merely a covenant 
in gross. ogers v. Hosegood (supra) established that when the 
benefit of a restrictive covenant was clearly annexed to land, an assign 
of the land would be entitled to it, whether it was so expressed to be 
annexed or not, but that could not apply here. If a mere contract was 
to bind the land, the necessity of making it part of the title in every 
case would revolutionize the practice of conveyancing. 

Pickrorp, L.J., concurred.—Counset, (. E. E. Jenkins, K.C., and 
T. T. Methold; Peterson, K.C., and J. H. Redman,  Soticrrors, 
Maxwell d: Damgmey; Woodcock, Ryland & Parker. 


[Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re MARQUIS OF BATH’S SETTLEMENT. THYNNE v. SHAW- 
STEWART. Joyce, J. 22nd and 23rd April. 
Witt—ConstrucTion—SpeciAL PowER oF APPOINTMENT—PoRTIONS— 
Estate Duty—‘‘ EVERYTHING Passinc UNDER THIS MY WILL”? TO BE 
Free or Duty—Portions APPOINTED UNDER PowkER Pass UNDER 

Wir. 

By his marriage settlement a settlor, in exercise of a power of appoint- 
ment, appointed certain estates to trustees for a term of years upon 
trust to raise, for the portion or portions of any childrenof the marriage, 
a sum of £20,000 to be divided between them as he should by deed or 
will appoint, or in default of appointment, equally. By his will the 
settlor, who had five children, appointed the £20,000 to his three 
daughters in equal shares, and after bequeathing certain legacies free 
of estate and legacy duty, by clause 8, bequeathed various moneys and 
securities upon trust to pay his funeral and testamentary expenses, 
‘including estate duty on everything passing under this my will.’’ 


Held, that, upon the true construction of the will, the appointed por- 
tions passed under the will, so that the estate duty payable upon the 
portions fund was payable out of the property disposed of under clause 
8 of the will. 

By a marriage settlement dated the 19th of May, 1861, the fourth 
Marquis of Bath, in exercise of a therein recited power of appoint- 
ment, appointed certain estates to trustees for a term of six hundred 
years from his death, upon trust, if there should be three or more 
children of the marriage, to raise in manner therein mentioned for the 
portion or portions of the children of the marriage (other than an eldest 
or only son) the sum of £20,000, to be divided amongst them in such 
proportions as he should by deed or will appoint, and in default of 
appointment, in equal shares. There was issue of the marriage five 
children, three of whom were daughters. By his will dated the 2nd of 
December, ‘1895, the Marquis, after appointing executors and trustees, 
and giving certain legacies ‘‘free of estate and legacy duties,? and 
bequeathing a legacy to his wife ‘‘free of estate duty,’’ in clause 7 
thereof recited the power of appointment in the marriage settlement 
above referred to, and that he had four younger children, three of whom 
were daughters, and appointed the sum of £20,000 for portions to 
his three daughters in equal shares. By clause 8 the testator be- 
queathed a sum of £50,000 and certain securities and other moneys 
to his trustees upon trust for sale and conversion, and directed his 
trustees ‘‘out of my ready money and out of the moneys to arise 
from such sale, calling in, and conversion as aforesaid, to pay and 
provide for my funeral and testamentary expenses (including estate 
duty on everything passing under this my will) and debts” (other 
than those specifically referred), ‘‘and the annuity and pecuniary 
legacies hereinbefore bequeathed, and the legacy duty on such legacies 
as are bequeathed free of duty,’’ and to hold the residue upon certain 
trusts. The testator died on the 20th of April, 1896. On the death, 
estate duty on the property comprised in the term of six hundred years 
(of which the testator was tenant for life) was paid at the rate of 7} 
per cent. When it was proposed to pay the portions it was admitted 
that, under the provisions of the Finance Act. 1894, the portioners were 
only entitled to payment subject to their contributing towards the estate 
duty the amount of the duty on the £20,000 at the rate paid, t.e., 
£1,500. The question then arose whether this duty was payable out 
of the fund bequeathed under clause 8, under the directions therein 
contained. This summons was taken out by one of the daughters of 
the testator, who claimed a declaration that she was entitled to have 
the amount of the duty payable on one-third of the fund raised and 
paid out of the property bequeathed under clause 8 of the will, con- 
tending that the appointed portions passed “‘ under the will,” within the 


meaning of that clause. 
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Joyce, J., in‘a considered judgment, said that the question arising 
was one of construction of the will, which was drawn in appropriate 
legal phraseology, and apparently by a competent lawyer, and was 
whether the appointed fund was in the circumstances something ‘ pass- 
ing under the will’’ within the meaning of the clause in parenthesis in 
the will. Did the one-third of the £20,000 here in question pass ‘‘ under 
the will’’ in the = meaning of that expression? In Attorney- 
General v. Earl of Selborne (1902, 1 K. B. 388) it was said by Stirling, 


L.J. (at p. 398), that ‘‘as a general rule there can be no question that | 


the exercise of a power of appointment divests the estates limited in 
default of appointment and creates new estates. . . In Sweet- 
apple v. Horlock (11 Ch. Div. 745), Jessel, M.R., held, not- 
withstanding some conflict of authority, that the appointee took 
anew estate, although the estate under the appointment did 
not differ from that which was conferred on him in default 
of appointment, and this decision appears to be in strict accord- 
ance with principle.”” In this case it could not be denied that 
the portioners each took one-third of the £20,000 fund by*virtue of the 
will, because, but for the will, they would in fact have each taken 
something quite different, viz., one-fourth instead of one-third. It 
was not, therefore, in his lordship’s view; improper to say that the 
portioners took the shares, which they did take, under the will; even if 
the share that each in fact took had been a fourth and not a third, 
the result would have been the same. In ordinary parlance they took 
the shares ‘“‘under the will.’’ Indeed, the only subject-matter for 
which the clause in parenthesis was required was the portions and the 
real estate subsequently devised, and it was not limited by the 
testator to the real estate, but was expressly extended to everything 
passing under the will. His lordship held, accordingly, that, upon the 
true construction of the will, the plaintiff was entitled to have her third 
share of the duty paid out of the property bequeathed under clause 8 
of the will.—Counset, for the plaintiff, /”. 2. Farrer; for the defen- 
dants, Howard Wright; for the trustees, Bryan Farrer. Soxicirors, 
for all parties, Farrer & Co. 
{Reported by R. ©. Canrineton, Barrister-at-Law ] 


Re JONES. PEAK v. JONES. Warrington, J. 5th March. 


ADMINISTRATION — ExecutoR—Insoivent EstateE— PREFERMENT OF 
CRrEDITORS—REVERSIONARY INTEREST—-ASSETS IN HAND—RIGHTS OF 
EXECUTOR. 

The executrir of an estate of which a reversionary interest formed 
part, without disposing of the reversionary interest, paid the debts of 
the testator to a greater amount than the other assets of the estate. 

The reversionary interest subsequently falling in, 

Held, that the executriz had a right to repay herself in full the money 
she had herself paid on behalf of the estate. 

A testator, who died in March, 1912, appointed his wife sole execu- 
trix. In November, 1912, the plaintiff, a creditor, brought the present 
action against the executrix for administration, and obtained the usual 
order for accounts and inquiries. The assets of the testator consisted 
of a small sum in cash, tithe owing to him at his death, and chattels 
and farming stock, and also a certain reversionary interest which had 
now fallen in. The amount paid by the executrix in respect of debts 
prior to the making of the administration order exceeded the value of the 
cash, tithe and farming stock. The master referred to the judge the 
question whether, in order to entitle the executrix to prefer creditors 
and to repay herself, out of the assets of the estate, the amount of 
debts she had paid, it was necessary for her to prove that, at the time 
she made the payments, she had assets of the testator in her hands. 

WarRIncTon, J., said that an executor had an absolute right to 
dispose of the assets of his testator by sale, pledge or mortgage for the 
purpose of obtaining money to pay debts. Here the executrix might 
have disposed of the reversionary estate in any of these ways, and so 
have raised money to pay the debts; see Vane v. Rigden (1870, 5 Ch. 
663). On the same principle she could advance money to the estate for 
the purpose of paying debts, and look to the estate to repay her when 
the reversionary interest fell in. Regarding the payment, therefore, as 
an advance by the executrix to the estate, she must be treated as having 
had assets at the time in her hands, and as, therefore, being in a 
position to prefer creditors. Hence she was entitled to be allowed in 
full the payments made by her for debts of the testator.—CounsEL, 
Stokes; Coote. Soricrrors, Cross d: Sons, for Clark d: Co., Ludlow ; 
Heider, Roberts, Walton, d: Giles, for Frank Treasure, Gloucester. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Trecartney, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re MAYNE. STONEHAM v. WOO0DS. Warrington, J. 1st May. 


Wruit—Constrruction—Securitres—"‘ StanpInG IN My _ Name’ - 
Foretcn GoverNMENT Bonps—Bonps To BEraRER—CusTODY OF 
BANKERS. 

A testatriz left by her will “all the stocks, shares, debentures, 
debenture stock and other securities which shall be standing in my name 
at my decease’’ to a certain legatee. At her decease there were in the 
custody of her bankers, together with securities standing in her 
name, certain foreign Government Bonds to bearer, the name of the 
testratriz occurring only in the register of the bank. 

Held, that the foreign bonds to bearer were not 
in the name of the testatriz. 

This wag an originating summons taken out to determine the true 
FO Be of the will of Katherine Emily Mayne. The testatrix had a 


securities standing 





general testamentary power of appointment over a sum of £4,500 under 
her father’s will, and was also possessed of investments of the value 
of some £800. By her will, dated the 7th of March, 1910, she appointed 
Paul Woods and William Stoneham her executors and trustees, and, 
after reciting her general testamentary powers, bequeathed £1,000, part 
of the sum of £4,500, to Thomas Pascoe absolutely, and as.to £3,500, 
the remainder thereof, bequeathed the same to her trustees in trust ta 
invest and pay the income to Thomas Pascoe during his life, with 
remainder in trust for his children. The testatrix continued, “I give 
and bequeath to the said Paul Woods all the stocks, shares, debentures, 
debenture stock and other securities which shall be standing in my 
name at my decease,’’ and also certain articles of furniture, jeweller 
and effects, therein specifically mentioned ; and as to all the residue oF 
her estate and effects, the testatrix gave the same upon the same trusts 
and to the same persons as the said sum of £3,500 thereinbefore 
bequeathed. The testatrix, who died in 1913, kept a banking accourit 
at the Capital and Counties Bank at Newton Abbot. At the time of 
her death she was entitled to two 44 per cent. Japanese Government 
Bearer Bonds of £200 each. The bonds were purchased eight yeara 
before her death through the brokers of the Capital and Counties 
Bank on an order from the manager of the bank at Newton Abbot, on 
instructions given him by the testatrix. The bonds were kept by the 
bank in an envelope with the certificates of certain stocks and shares, 
the property of the testatrix. They were also entered in a book kept 
by the bank of securities lodged by customers with the bank for saf 
custody. The envelope was marked outside ‘“‘ Miss K. E. Mayne,” 
written by the manager of the branch, and with ‘‘S. C. R.,’”’ written 
by the checking officer. ‘S. C, R.’’ meant ‘‘ Safe Custody. Register.” 
The entry in the register book relating to the testatrix’s account was 
headed ‘‘ Katherine Emily Mayne.’’ Each half-year the coupons were 
cut by an official of the bank from the bonds, and they were collected 
by the bank for the testatrix and placed to the credit. of her current 
account. This originating summons was taken out for the determination 
of the question whether the Japanese Bonds were included in the 
bequest of securities ‘‘ standing in my name’’ to Paul Woods, or passed 
under the residuary bequest. 

WarrincTon, J., said that, in his opinion, the words ‘‘ standing in 
my name’’ meant investments taken in the name of the testatrix, and 
not investments with regard to which the name of the testatrix occurred 
only in the private register kept by her bankers.—Counsex, Methold; 
Nesbitt; Greenland. Sotticrtors, Bridgman, Willcocks, Cowland, Hilt 
d: Bowman, for Watts, Woollcombe & Co., Newton Abbot. 

(Reported by J. B. O. Trecartnex, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL AND WEIR’S LEASE. JOSEPH », 
LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Astbury, J. 30th April. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT—COVENANT—CONSTRUCTION—ELECTRIC ADVER- 
TISEMENT—ALTERATION IN ELEVATION OR ARCHITECTURAL DECORATION 

or Bumpinc—ReEMOVABLE ADVERTISEMENT. 

When a lessee covenanted that he would not make or permit to be 
made any alteration in the elevation of the buildings or in the archites- 
tural decoration thereof, 

Held, that the words of the covenant referred to an alteration of 
the fabric, and not to an alteration in appearance caused by the erec- 
tion of a temporary electric advertisement, which could be removed at 
any time without hurting the structure. 

Held, accordingly, on a summons under order 44a to determine the 
construction of the covenant, that such an erection was not a breach 
thereof. ; . 

Dimmer v. Bickmore (1903, 1 Ch. 158) distinguished. 

This was an originating summons under order 44a to determine the 
construction of a covenant in reference to some premises in Piccadilly. 
The covenant in question was as follows : ‘‘ The lessee will not during 
the said term, without the previous written licence of the lessors, their 
successors or assigns, (1) cut or maim any of the principal walls or 
timbers of the buildings for the time being on the ground hereby 
demised ; or (2) commit or permit any waste or damage to the said 
buildings or to the floors or timbers thereof; or (3) make or permit 
to be made any alteration in the elevation of the buildings or in the 
architectural decoration thereof; or (4) permit any steam engine or 
furnace, or any additional building, chimney or flue to be erected on 
the said demised premises; or (5) use, exercise, carry on, or permit to 
be used, exercised, or carried on in any part of the said demised 
premises (@) any dangerous, noxious, nolsome, or offensive trade or 
business whatsoever; or (b) any trade or business whereby the insur- 
ance against fire may be vitiated or lessened in value.’’ There was 4 
proviso for re-entry on breach of this covenant. The plaintiff had 
installed an electric light advertisement of Bovril, &c., on the facade 
of the premises. This consisted of a framework of light iron bars 
forming a meshed net, to which the letters of the advertisements were 
fixed. It was suspended by steel bands embracing the ornamental 
stonework on top of the facade, but not fixed to the structure of the 
buildings. It was further supported by struts resting on, but not 
fixed to the stone cornices. Similar struts were screwed into the 
woodwork of the windows to prevent oscillation. The whole frame- 
work, letters, and electric lights could be unbolted. taken to pieces and 
removed in a few hours without causing any injury to the fabric. The 
question was whether this was a breach of clause 3 of the covenant. 
Jounsel for the plaintiff contended that clause 3 only prohibited a 
structural alteration in the physical elevation or architectural decora- 
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mere addition of a removable advertisement 
causing a temporary change in its esthetic appearance, and relied on 
Bickmore v. Dimmer (1903, 1 Ch. 158). Counsel for the defendants 
pointed out that the structural alterations were already forbidden by 
clauses 1, 2 and 4, and contended that clause 3 was directed to wsthetic 
appearance. The advertisement was not connected with the plaintiff's 
business, as in Bickmore v. Dimmer (ubi supra). 

Astsury, J., after stating the facts, said :—The first question I have 
to consider is what does the word “‘ elevation’’ mean in clause 3. In 
most of the dictionaries the word is treated as referring to a vertical 
plan as distinguished from a ground plan, but the “‘ Standard Dic- 
tionary "’ gives the meaning, ‘‘ the front view of the building,” and in 
ordinary parlance it means the front or side view of the vertical por- 
tion of the building as distinguished from the horizontal plan, and 
must be taken to have that meaning in this case. Now what does the 
word ‘“‘alteration’’ mean Vaughan Williams and Cozens-Hardv, 
L.JJ., held tickmore v. Dimmer (1903, 1 Ch. 158) that a covenant 
not to make any alteration in a building referred to structural altera- 
tions, and Stirling, L.J., said that things fixed to the premises for 
the purpose of carrying on the business in a reasonable way must 
be excluded. In the present covenant the word ‘alteration ”’’ primarily 
predicates the substitution of something different in the elevation o1 
architectural decoration of the building, which it was desired to preserve, 
and the only question is whether it refers to an alteration in the 
appearance, or an alteration in the actual fabric. If the former view 
is correct, it is difficult to see where there is any limit to the operation 

! would apparently then extend to window-boxes, 


of the covenant, which 
sun-blinds, flags, and many other things. It was contended before me 


tion, and not a 


that only things reasonably convenient for carrying on the business 
should be allowed, as suggested by Stirling, L.J., in Bickmore v. 
/rmmer; but in that case the covenant was a simple covenant not 


to make any alteraiiin in the premises, whereas clause 3 in this case 


forms part of a lon. mpound covenant dealing with the preserva- 
tion of the building. There is yet another distinction between this 
case and that of Bickmore v. Dimmer, for Bickmore v. Dimmer only 
dealt with the meaning of the word “‘alteration,’’ and not with the 


The covenant must be 


was to be kept unaltered. 
give rise to a for 


construed strictly, as any breach would 
feiture In this respect, and for this purpose, the defen 
dants are in no better position than ordinary lessors. On the whole, and 
particularly having regard to the fact that, if clause 3 includes an 
alteration in the appearance of the elevation or architectural decora- 
tion, there is no means of limiting its operation reasonably, I think 
this clause must refer to an alteration in the fabric, and not to a mere 
alteration in appearar sused by a temporary removable advertise- 
ment, which, if and when removed, will leave the actual elevation and 
architectural decoration the same as before. I accordingly declare that 
this advertisement is not a breach of the covenant, and the defendants 
must accordingly pay the costs of this action —Counser, The Hon. 
Frank Russell, K.C., and Arthur Underhill; Sir Charles Macnaghten, 
K.C., and Frank Wria Gluckstein; Edward 
Tanner. 


subject-matter which 


Sonictrors, Bartlett 


[Report y L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law 
Re PARRATT. PARRATT v. PARRATT. Astbury, J. 8th May. 
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ALLOWED ON TAXATION. 
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Re CARL LINDSTROEM AKTIEN-GESELLSCHAFT’S TRADE-MARK. 

Sargant, J. 30th April. 


INVENTED WORD USED SO AS TO INDICATE 
‘ Parntocrapu ’’—Trape-Marxs Act, 1905 


to be necessary to say again what was said 
ther Farwell in Re Houston's Settlement 
ago as 1903 :—That the court ought not to 
documents in these cases, and that the costs 
parts of wills and other documents for the use 
should always be allowed by the taxing- 


L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TraDE-MARK—REGISTRATION 
ORIGIN OF MANUFACTURE 
(5 Ep. 7, c. 15), s. 9. 

The word ‘‘ Parlog h’’ is an invented word within the meaning 
of section 9 of the 7 e-Marks Act, 1905. When a word is invented 
tor the first time, prima facie, tt 13 not used to denote a par tic ular 
erticle, unless it is ¢ kind of article. Such a mark as this, when 
registered, will mean tha used with reference to articles which 
re produced by the British Parlograph 


This was an appeal by the applicants, a German company, from the 
refusing to allow their trade 


decision of the Registrar of Trade-Marks, 
mark, consisting of the word “‘ Parlograph,’’ to be registered. The 
appeal was to the Board of Trade, but that body had referred it to 
decision. The mark was sought to be 
an instrument into letters and 


neu 
? 


t at 


~ 


the Chancery Division for 


rezvistered in conne with which 
o 





other documents could be dictated, and then subsequently transcribed 
by making the machine repeat what had been dictated into it. It was 
admitted that the word was composed of two roots, one French and 
one Greek, the first meaning ‘‘ speech ’’ and the second meaning ‘‘ writ- 
ing,’’ but it was objected, first, that it was not an ‘‘invented’”’ word 
within the meaning of section 9 of the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, and 
secondly that it was not intended to be used so as to indicate the origin 
of manufacture. 

Sarcant, J., after stating the facts, said :—Two objections are raised 
here to the registration of this trade-mark, (1) that the mark is not 
used or intended to be used with reference to the manufacture of the 
goods, so as to indicate the origin of manufaeture, and (2) that ‘‘ Parlo- 
graph ’’ is not an invented word within the meaning of section 9 of the 
Trade-Marks Act, 1905. With regard to the second objection, it is 
quite clear from the ‘ Solio’’ case, Hastman Photographic Materials 
Co. v. Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs and Trade-Marks (1898, 
A. C. 571), that a word may be registered as an invented word within 
the meaning of section 9 of the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, although it has 
‘direct reference to the character or quality of the goods.’’ Is this 
bastard word an invented word? It is a combination of two root-words, 
one French or Latin, which refers to speech, and the other Greek, which 
refers to writing. The word is not to be found in any dictionary or in 
common language. In my opinion, it is an invented word. The first 
objection is more subtle. The Solicitor-General has referred to the 
‘*(yramophone’’ case in Re Gramophone Co.’s Application (1910, 2 Ch. 
423), but there the word ‘‘ Gramophone ”’ was shewn to have been in use 
before the company applying for its registration came into existence. 
Where a word is invented for the first time, prima facie, it is not used 
to denote a particular article unless it is a new kind of article. Here the 
machine was not a distinctive type of machine. A pamphlet has been 
referred to which describes the machine, and states that it can be 
obtained from an English company, said to be called ‘‘ The British 
Parlograph Co.”’ The trade-mark if registered would mean that 
it is used with reference to articles which are produced by this particular 
company. I accordingly over-rule the registrar’s decision, and order 
that the registration proceedings be allowed to proceed. According to 
the usual practice, the appellants must pay the costs of the appeal. 
—Counset, A. J. Walker, K.C., and L. O. Sebastian; Sir Stanley 
fuckmaster, 8.-G., and J. Austen-Cartmell. Sorrcrtors, Slaughter & 
May; Solicitors for the Board of Trade. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 
Re COMPTON. VAUGHAN v. SMITH. Sargant, J. 50th April. 

Witt—Construction—Speciric Lecacy—AppiTions To GIFT OF SUCH 

LEGACY OF THE WorDs, ‘‘AS A GENERAL, AND NOT AS A SPECIFIC, 

Lecacy ’’—ABATEMENT OR NOT, WITH OTHER GENERAL LEGACIES. 


Where some specific legacies were devised, followed by the words 
‘‘as general, and not as specific, legacies,’’ but the gift of one specific 
legacy was,not followed by these words, and the estate was insufficient 
to pay all the legacies in full, and some had, therefore, to abate. 

Held, that the specific legacies devised ‘‘as general, and not as 
epecific, legacies’’ must abate with the general legacies, and must be 
taken as of their value at the expiration of one year from the testator’s 
death, no interest thereon being payable to such legatees in the interval. 


This was a summons to determine the effect of the addition of the 
words ‘* asgzeneral, and not as specific, legacies’’ after a gift of 
specific legacies. The testator, by his will, dated the 23rd of July, 
1912, gave to A, P. Bird certain stocks, bonds, and shares, ‘‘ all now 
standing in, my name, as general, and not as specific, legacies.’’ He 
also gave to his trustee certain other shares in trust for A. P. Bird 
for her life, and ‘‘after her decease to transfer such shares to T. 
Partridge as a general, and not as a specific, legacy. He further gave 
certain other shares in trust for M. Compton for life, and after her 
death for R. Compton for life, and after herdeath to transfer the same 
to H. Porter absolutely. In this last gift there were no words such 
as followed the two former gifts—i.e., ‘‘as a general, and not as a 
specific, legacy.”’ The testator died in September, 1913, and after 
his will had been proved it was found that his estate was not sufficient 
to pay all the legacies in full. The trustee accordingly took out this 
summons, asking the question (inter alia) whether, according to the 
true construction of the will the bequest of stocks and shares in favour 


of A. P. Bird and the trust legacy of shares in favour of her during 
her life, with remainder to T. Partridge, ought to be construed as 


bequests of the value of such, stocks or shares, and, if so, whether 
such value ought to be estimated as at the testator’s death, or at the 
expiration of one year therefrom, and whether for the purposes of 
abatement such legacies ought to be treated as general or as specific 
legacies. Counsel for a pecuniary legatee contended that, although the 
two bequests to, and in favour of, A. P. Bird were, in fact, specific 
legacies, they must, in view of the qualifying words, be treated as 
eneral legacies, and must abate with the other general legacies, and 
fia not carry interest till a year from the death. Counsel for 
these specific legatees contended that these extra words should either 
be wholly disregarded as being repugnant, or it should be assumed 
that they were written by mistake, and they should be transposed and 
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read ‘‘as specific, and not as general, legacies.” Such transposition 


would have the same effect as disregarding them altogether. 
Sarcant, J., after stating the facts, said :—The testator, in this ROYA & EXC ra AN G od 


case, undoubtedly intended to distinguish between these specific 


gifts which he bequeathed ‘‘as general, and not as specific, 
legacies,” and the other specific gift to which he did not append AS 5 U RANCE. 
Go ’ 

















those words. The words, in my opinion, cannot be treated as 
repugnant, and I do not accept the suggestion of Mr. Preston that INCORP’ RATED vernor 

they - wrongly aoe fy mistake, and should be transposed so as A.D. 1720. SIR NEVILE LUBBOCK, K.C.M.G, 
to re “‘as specific, and not as general, legacies.’”’ [His lordshi . 

here read the passage in the first edition of Veosien Hawkins’ ook Fire, Life, Sea, Accidents, Motor Car, Plate Glass, 
on Wills, at p. 300, where that learned author explains the differences Burglary, Employers’ Liability, Annuities, Live 
between specific and general legacies.] In this case effect can be Stock, Third Party, Fidelity Guarantees. 
given to the words in question if I hold that the testator intended that 


these two specific legacies should be treated in respect of their con- The Gornevation wit ast ap s 


sequences as general, and not as specific, legacies. 1 accordingly hold TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS. 
that these two legacies are liable to abatement with the general EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 

legacies, and must be treated as of their value at the end of a year Aniimitsiniuaniartnadanaiel 

from the testator’s death, and the legatees are not entitled to any Full Prospectus on apoticaiion to the Secre‘ary, 


interest in respect of them in the meantime.—Counset, W. Arnold ° E.C. 
Jolly; Harold Church; L. ¥. Potts; H. 8. Preston. Soticrrors, Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, egy 





Clement, Dennis, & Co. West End Branch; 44, PALL MALL, S.W. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 











Ke AARONS. Ex parte THE TRUSTEE. Horridge, J. 11th May. 
BANKRUPTCY—PRACTICE—PRIVATE EXAMINATION—SERVICE OF Novice 


} 
. Bankruptcy Cases. or Morion BEFORE APPLYING FOR THE EXAMINATION OF THE Re- 
Re WEBB ix parte THE BOARD OF TRADE. C.A, 24th April | SpOoNDENT—SpectaL CrrcuMsTaANces—Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (40 & 47 
. ia ; Seine *" | Vier. c. 52), s. 27 
Sa Or ARRANGEMENT—APPROVAL BY THE COURT— | ‘he trustee claimed that certain money in the banking account of a 
REASONABLE SECURITY FOR THE PAYMENT oF 7s. 6D. IN THE PouND— | stranger formed part of the property of the bankrupt. In order to 
Bankruptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), s. 3 (9). | prevent the stranger from dealing with the money, he served notice of 
Vhe “ reasonable security’ for the payment of 7s. 6d. in the pound | motion upon her, and obtained an interim injunction before examining 
required as a condition of the approval of a scheme of arrangement | her under section 27. 





must be such security as will ensure the payment of that amount either Held, that the above facts constituted such special circumstances as 
at once or within a short period of time. to entitle the trustee to proceed with the examination of the respondent 
Re Burr (1892, 2 Q. B. 467) followed. | under section 27, although he had already commenced proceedings 


Re Bottomley (10 Morr. 262) explained. ; 

Appeal from a decision of Mr. Registrar Linklater approving a This was a motion by the trustee in the ogg gy — a rm 
scheme oy = gong — creditors. A receiving order was made | en ge “¢ f S ae a _ Meulnegt, divide exung: bie 
against the debtor on the 8th of May, 1913, and he put forward a! formed part o sroperty > ba , , : 
scheme of arrangement which was accepted by the pes in Septem- creditors. In = Ag tans 7 — may a 
ber, 1913, and approved by the registrar on the 18th of February, 1914. | money in the bank, ery trustee b ne _— "on i able <n aheiin ‘ome 
The debtor was a public official, sixty-four years of age, in receipt of a before applying for her examination, so as to be ae " 
salary of £1,100 a year. The debts amounted to £28,000, so that | interim injunction. After obtaining the interim injunction, the 
£10,000 were required to make up 7s. 6d. in the pound. The debtor | trustee obtained an order for the examination of the respondent under 
could not have obtained his discharge without suspension, for his assets | Secon 27, a the ger ee ag ae ee to Whe 
did not amount to 10s. in the pouid, and he had made a previous —_ ey 7 dle onman, 1s Seven with the decision in Fe Franks, 
arrangement with his creditors. The scheme proposed that the debtor Be p “ei Citti s (1892 1Q B. 646), which decides that where an action 
a ae Tar St we meee, oe poneied ly 4 Be ion ail seventh by the trustee in bankruptcy against a person who 
policy, and that his brother should assign for the benefit of the creditors | 2458 Deen comme he bankruptcy, the court will not, in the absence of 
one-half of a one-tenth share in the proceeds of sale of three groups | wc prs ae thee ‘cliee te Geen to examine such person under 
of oil wells in W yoming, on which there appeared to be heavy charges. i “ 97 sak, thin, slate of obtaining information as to the matter in 
The Board of Trade appealed against the approval of the scheme on the | pean Nea the motion coming on te hearing before Horridge, J., 
ground that it showed no reasonable security for the payment of .not | se es il Srcen the opening of counsel for the trustee, that the trustee 
less than 7s. 6d. in the pound. Counsel for the Board of Trade sub- aod et sufficient evidence on which to base the claim put forward in 
mitted that ‘‘ reasonable security ’’ must be such as will ensure speedy | had not sufficient e 
payment and show reasonable commercial security. Here £10,000 had “— notice of a ae son directed that the hearing of the motion 
Se SEES, SNe ON Sat was anne wes G prenien Dy & Gam ot be pr won Py ‘and that the trustee be at liberty meanwhile to 
Sr aae o> Oe ante eae © yous sae ot DS cone, Sas ee See | “ H ‘ith the examination of the respondent under section 27, hold- 
of doubtful nature which were not within the jurisdiction. They re- | Proceed with the e h :al circumstances in the case as to render 
lied on Re Burr, Ex parte The Board of Trade (1892, 2 Q. B. 467). ae Magee wnt ear te if the pone had applied for the 
Counsel for the debtor contended that the interests of the creditors | SUCH 4 Cours f ro s respondent before serving notice of motion, she 
should prevail in a case when the bankruptcy offences were not such | ©X@™Mination 0 ‘abl on deal with the money in the bank before en 
that it would be contrary to commercial morality to allow an arrange- | cone lg ot slay soll Pree whe iiok nodes, a i 
ment to be made with the debtor; and that ‘‘ reasonable security’ did | !™%¢? coping am especie + Ban. Bios ‘ 
not mean such security as a prudent man would invest money on, but Comyns Carr; Miles Hansell. Souictrors, Carter d: Bell; Pierron & 
such as shews a reasonable commercial security that 7s. 6d. in the | ZUis. 
pound will be realised. They relied on Le Bottomley (10 Morr. 262). 

Cozrns-Harpy, M.R., allowed the appeal. The debtor was bound 
to shew that the proposed scheme provided reasonable security for the 
payment of 7s. 6d. in the pound now or within a short time. The duty 
of deciding what was reasonable security was clearly on the court. It 
did not matter what the views of the creditors were; the court might 
be satisfied there was reasonable security, and yet was not bound to 
follow the wishes of the creditors. In most cases where there was | 
reasonable security the court would not refuse to approve a scheme. 
Here £10,000 is needed, and all that is offered is £600 a year ae gery | 
on the life of a man of sixty-four, and certain oil properties out of the | : . ; aie $9: are er OS entrelite 
jurisdiction, and apparently heavily — oy The o> myo on which ow ho Poems SEN heard,” are to be made to the Honou 
the court ought to act in considering what is reasonable security were | **!. Justice As Une or + as Vacation Judge 
laid down in Re Burr (1892, 2 Q. B. 467), and I do uot think that |. The Honourable, ~. ie a Sth of June, both 
Vaughan Williams, J., in Re Bottomley (10 Morr. 262), where he said | trom a eloai ay His lordship will ‘eit in King Bench Judges’ Chambers 
that the reasonableness of the security must be judged of according days mane a 4th of Sone at 11.15 o’clock. On other days within 
to the standard of the state of affairs presented to the creditors, and | °2 Thursday, t 4 Retina in urgent matters may be made to his 
need not be such as a prudent man would invest money on, meant to a one oes as necessary, personally. 
depart in any way from the principles laid down by Fry, L.J., in Re a . the of. of application to the Judge by post the brief of counsel 
aie SAG Gots tah eppent Se Dame Nene aaet bo San Cea Se h ald be sent addressed to the Judge by post, prepaid, accompanied 
S. Buckmaster, 8.-G., and EZ. W, Hansell; Hollis Walker, K.C., and b aie a of the affidavits in support of the application, and also 
Woodgate. Sortcrrors, The Solicitor to the Board of Trade; W. J. hi toute on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the 


aie [Reported by P. M. Francke, Barrister-at-Law.] order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope 


against her. 


(Reported by P. M. Franck, Barrister-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
WHITSUN VACATION, 1914. 
Notice. a = i 
There will be no sitting in court during the Whitsun Vacation. |, 
During the Whitsun Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may require 
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sufficiently stamped, 
follows : Chancery Official Letter : 
Chancery Registrars’ 
W.C,” * 

Un applications for injunctions, in additiun to the above, a copy of 
thie writ and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. : 

The papers sefit to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be ubtained on application 
a the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Reyal Courts of 
ustice : 


To the Registrar in Vacation, 
Chambers, Royal Cowts of Justice, London, 


Societies. 
The Law Society. 


NOTICE. 

Phe annual ux ine ral meeting of the members of the Law Suciety will 
be held in the hall of the society on Friday, the 3rd day of July next, at 
2 p.m F f 

Phe following are the names of the members of the council retiring 


by rotation »—Mr, Barrington, Mr. Coward, Mr. Dawes, Mr. Foster, 
Mr. Lyttelton, Mr. Peake, Sir Albert Rollit, Mr. Trower, Mr. Walters. 
Mr. Welsford 
28 1s known, they will, with the exception of Mr. Barrington, 
be nominated for re-election 7 
There are two other va caused by the retire , 
mi acancies caused b tirement of Mr. 
Maryetts and Mr. Stone. , ; ni . 
By order S. P. B. Buckxniy, Secretary. 
Law Suciety’s Hall, 25th May, 1914. . 


mo lal 


Berks, Bucks and Oxfordshire Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The annual eneral meeti of thi held at the Great 
Western Hotel, Reading, at 6.15 p.m. on Wednesday, the 20th of May, 
1914. Present :—Mr. B, E. Tyrwhitt (president), Mr. C. G. Field 
(vice-president), and Messrs. Cecil Bartram, H. R. Blaker, W. C. 
Blandy, J. Bliss, Walter J Brain, Sydney Brain, A. J. Clarke, G. 
(cordon Coxwell, C. H. Dodd, C. E. Hewett, F. E. Marshall, John W 
Martin, F. W. Martin, Walter N. Nance, Warren H. Pittman, B. L. 
Reynolds, E. L. Reynolds, J. Bruce Simmons. and H. C. Dryland. 
secretary 


wiely Was 


Che minutes of the last meeting having been confirmed and signed 
by the president, the treasurer's statement of the accounts of | th 
suciety (which showed a balance in hand of £85 6s. cash and 
£505 17s. ld. India 3 per cent. stock), wa approved. The secretary, 
in speaking to the resolution, drew attention tu the satisfactory in 
crease in the society’s cash balance. , 

: On consideration 
of the report Mr. J. W. Martin referred to the action taken by the 
Council of the Law Society on the subject of the acceptance of briefs 
by counsel from clerks to local authorities who are not solicitors, and 
commented upon the impropriety of the publication in the Press of in 
discriminate particulars of wills. He also referred to the loss which the 
profession had sustained by reason of the death of the late Mr. Robert 
Ellett. Mr. Walter J. Brain, in supporting the remarks of Mr. Martin 
is to the harm often caused by the publication in the Press of matters 

hich were really of a private nature, expressed the view that many 


Che annual report of the society was then adopted. 


of the public believed that solicitors communicated the contents of the 
wills of deceased persons to the Press without the instructions of the 
executors, and remarked upon the frequency with which executors ex 


pressed a desire that the contents of the will of their testator should 
be kept out of the papers. The secretary drew attention to the satis 
factory increase in the sale of the society’s General Conditions of Sale. 
of which 1,642 copies had been sold during the year as against 1,217 
copies during the previous year. Mr. W. N. Nance stated that he 
ousidered the present membership of the society to be unsatisfactory 
having regard to the number of solicitors in the society’s area, and 
commented upon the fact that there were only about twenty members 
present out of a total of 118. He suggested that the Press should be 
invited to attend the meetings of the society, and that more active 
steps should be taken to promote legislation with the object of com- 
bating the constant encroachments upon the work of the profession by 
auctioneers, and the Public Trustee and other officials. Mr. F. E. Mar- 
shall. in reply, suggested that the scale contemplated that solicitors 
should themselves act as auctioneers, and inquired whether it would be 
considered derogatory for them to do so. Mr. F. W. Martin expressed 
his agreement with the views of Mr. Marshall, and said that he had 


no doubt that the scale contemplated that solicitors might act as | 


auctioneers. The secretary reminded Mr. Nance that there were objec 
tions to the admission of the Press to meetings of the society, and that 
the society had recently established a register of mortgages. He also 
pointed out that the only practicable way for the society to promote 
legislation was by co-operation (in the manner now adopted) with the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies and the Law Society. 

It was moved by the secretary, and unanimously resolved, “That a 
donation of ten guineas be made to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa 
tion out of the funds of this society in the name of Mr. B. E. Tyrwhitt, 
the president. of the society.” 

Mr. C. G. Field, of Reading, was then unanimously elected as presi- 


capable of receiving the papers, addressed as } 


dent for the ensuing year, and Mr. F. H. Parrott, of Aylesbury, was | though members were engaged in strenuous altercation with other 


unanimously elected as vice-president. Mr. H. C. Dryland was again 
elected as secretary, and it was resolved that fur this year the offices 
of secretary and treasurer should again be combined. 

It was moved by Mr. B. L. Reynolds that three members of tly 
committee be for this year elected from each of the three counties of 
Berks, Bucks and Oxfordshire. Mr. J. W. Martin and Mr. C. E. 
Hewett drew attention to the large preponderance of Berkshire mem- 
bers of the society, and expressed the view that more than three mem- 
bers of the committee should be Berkshire members, at any rate, as a 
general rule. The resolution, on being put to the meeting, was de- 
clared to be carried, ten members having voted in favour and five 
against. 

Mr. B. L. Reynolds then moved that the members of the committe: 
be elected separately instead of en bloc. The resolution was seconded 
by Mr. W. N. Nance, and having been put to the meeting was declared 
carried. The following were then separately elected members of the 
committee :—Messrs. H. R. Blaker, B. E. Tyrwhitt, W. E. B. Walton, 
J W. Martin, and 8. Brain. 

Mr. W. N. Nance was proposed by Mr. F. E. Marshall, but several 
members pointed out that (although they would be clad for Mr. Nance 
to be upon the committee), as two Berkshire representatives had already 
been elected, Mr. F. Q. Louch (who represented the county interests) 
could not be proposed if Mr. Nance was elected, which would result 
in there being three Reading members and no Berkshire county member 
upon the committee. Upon the resolution being put to the meeting it 
was declared to be lost, two members only having voted in favour. The 
following were then separately elected :—Messrs. F. Q. Louch, J. Bliss, 
A. J. Clarke, and E, L. Reynolds. 

It was unanimously resolved that “ subject to the power reserved to 
the president, vice-president, and secretary by article 18 of the society's 
articles of association, the next annual general meeting of this society 
be held at Skiudle’s Hotel, Taplow, Maidenhead, on the first Wednes 
day in May, 1915.” 

On the proposition of Mr. 8. Brain, Mr. F. E. Marshall was unani 
mously elected as a new trustee of the society’s funds, to fill the vacaney 
occasioned by the death of the late Mr, 'T, M. Davenport. 

It was proposed by the secretary, seconded by the president, and 
unanimously resolved that the secretary do convey to Mr. B. A. Collins 
and the members of his family the condolences of the society on account 
of the death of his father, the late Mr. Henry Collins, who held the 
office of president of the su iety for the year 1899-00, and who by his 
absolute integrity, ability and tact had won the respect and esteem of 
the entire profession. 

On consideration of a letter from Somerset House which had been for 
warded by a member for the consideration of the committee, and which 
had been referred by the committee to the general meeting of the society, 
it appeared that, although the authorities had hitherto repeatedly de 
clined to affix an increment value duty stamp to any conveyance carry 
ing into effect a contract made before and a sub-contract made after 
the commencement of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, they were now 
prepared to affix an increment value duty stamp to any conveyance 
executed under similar circumstances, and that as regards past trans- 
actions of a similar nature the authorities were prepared, in the event 
of it being finally decided by the courts that any such conveyance 1s 
not properly stamped in the absence of an increment value duty stamp, 
to make arrangements to give the stamp with the minimum of incon- 
venience to the parties concerned. After discussion it was moved by Mr. 
S. Brain. seconded by Mr. C. H. Dodd, and unanimously resolved, that 
the secretary do communicate with the Inland Revenue authorities with 
a view to ascertain whether they propose to take any, and, if so, what, 
steps to communicate to the profession the alteration in the practice of 
the authorities, and that in the event of the authorities declining to 
take any step in the matter, the secretary do communicate the altera- 
tion in the practice of the authorities to every member of the society. 

The meeting terminated with a vote of thanks to the president (pro- 
posed by the secretary and seconded by Mr. C. G. Field) for the valu 
able services which he had so ungrudgingly rendered to the society 
during the past year. 


—_— —— 


The Barristers’ Benevolent Association. 


The annual general meeting of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association 
was held, says the 7'imes, on Wednesday afternoon, in Middle Temple 
Hall. 

The Attorney-General, who presided, moved the adoption of the 
report. While congratulating the association on the fact that the 
income from subscriptions was larger than in the previous year, he 
said that when they considered how great was the body of advocates 
at the English bar it was surprising that the total income of the society 
was not larger. The profession was one where the chances of success 
or of failure were incalculable. There were many occupations where 
it was true to say that a man who was not obviously disqualified might 
before he came to the end of his time, apart from exceptional mis- 
fortune, count on having put himself in a safe position. That was not 
true of their profession. It was very much more than form that was 
involved when they referred to one another as their ‘‘ learned friends.”’ 
The bar was in the real sense a brotherhood. It was bound, or 
ought to be bound, together by traditions of mutual good feeling which 
was brotherly. It was one of its most splendid attributes that, 
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members in the view of the public, each one all the time regarded his 
opponent as a friend whose word was his bond. He ought, therefore, 
to be able to rely upon him if misfortune struck him down. 

Mr. Theo. Mathew seconded the motion, which was adopted. Lord 
Justice Phillimore moved the election of the committee of management. 
Mr. E. W. Hansell seconded the motion, which was adupted. — 





Society of City and Borough Clerks of the Peace 


The twenty-second annual meeting was held at Pontefract on the 
19th of May, Mr. Routlidge (Pontefract) in the chair, Numerous 
points of practice were discussed. 

The following officers were elected for the ensuing year :—President, 
Mr. J. L. Wheatley (Cardiff); vice-president, Mr. F. C. Brogden 
(Lincoln); treasurer, Mr. A. Copson Peake (Leeds); hon. sec., Mr. 
Francis Ogden (Manchester); committee: Mr. Parker (Grimsby), Mr. 
Binney (Sheffield), Mr. Brevitt (Wolverhampton), Mr. Harris (Notting- 
ham), Yr. Routlidge (Pontefract), and Dr. Woodhouse (Hull). 





The Union Society of London. 

The twenty-seventh meeting of the 1913-14 session was held at 3, 
King’s Bench-walk, Temple, on Wednesday, 27th May, at 8 p.m. The 
president was in the chair, 

Mr. James Duncan moved :—“ That it is in the interests of the State 
to resume the ownership of land by purchase.”” Mr. Craufurd opposed. 
There also spoke,—Mr. Gallop, Mr. Harvey, Mr, Landers, Mr. Coote. 
Mr. Geen, and Mr. Willson. The motion was lost. 





The following is the scale of rates of estate duty which the Finance 
Bill proposes to substitute for the rates in Schedule IL, of the Finance 
Act, 1910 :— 

Estate Duty 
shall be Payable 


Where the Principal Value of the Estate at the Rate per 


Cent. of 
£ £ 

Exceeds 100 and does not exceed 500 ‘ 1 
500 ; oe 1,000 2 
1,000 ag P 5,000 3 
5,000 — : 10,000 4 
10.000 ' ” 20,000 5 
20,000 ; i 40.000 6 
40,000 . "2 60,000 7 
60,000 a 80,000 8 
80.000 ss ; 100,000 9 
100,000 150,000 10 
150,000 200,000 11 
200,000 250,000 12 
250.000 300,000 13 
300,000 350,000 14 
350,000 400,000 15 
400,000 500,000 16 
500.000 600,000 17 
600,000 800,000 18 
800,000 1,000,000 19 
1,000,000 . ie 20 


_ 


Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 6th and 
7th of May, 1914 :— 
Anderson, Kenneth Reinhardt 
Atter, James Edward 
Beck, Reginald Arthur 
Bellingham, Roger Kirril 
Bennett, Thomas Gerald 
Bew, Edwin 
Brennan, Thomas Daniel 
Burdekin, Geoffrey Eric 
Chambers, Leslie Birt 
Collett, Stanley Beresford 
Creasy, Harry William 
Goodale, Ernest William 
Griffiths, Robert Trevor 
Hamilton, Thomas O’Hara 
Holtom, Charles Fifield 





Jenkins, Cyril Donald Thomas 
Jones, Ernald Hugh 
Lewis, Vivian Maurive 
Matthews, Albert Kenvyn 
Mawn, Alfred Ernest 
Mayfield, Charles Vivian 
Milestone, Victor 
Moorat, Francis Ferrers 
Pascoe, Basil Conquest 
Pitman, Stanley Arthur 
Ridge, George Thomas 
Rogers, Philip Morton 
Steward, John Reginald O’Bryen 
Walters, Leslie Hadfield 
Whittall, Leonard Richard 
Jenkins, Arthur George Vaughan 
No. of candidates, 68. Passed, 31. 
By Order of the Council, 
8. B. BUCKNILL, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS, 
Chairman—John Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq 
James Austen-Cartmeli, Esq. L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwall! Bateson, Esq., K.C. | Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 
Felix Cassel, Esq., K.C., M.P. William Maples, Esq. 
Edmund Church, Esq. Allan Ernest Messer, Esq. 
Philip G. Collins, Eeq. Edward Moberly, Esq. = 
Robert William Dibdin, Esq. The Right Hon, Lord Justice Phillimore 
fir Kenelm E. Digby, G.C.B., K.C. Charles R. Rivington, Esq. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Haq. Mark Lemon Romer, Esq., K.C. 
Sir Howard W. Elphinstone, Bart. | Toe Hon. Charles Russell. 
Richard L. Harrison, Esq. | H. P. Bowling Trevanion, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED - ~- £5,000,000. 
All classes of Life Assurance Grante1. Reversions ani Life Interests Purchased 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 
W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary. 





Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Henry Surron Lupiow, of the firm of Messrs, King & Ludlow, 
7, Broad-court-chambers, Bow-street, Covent Garden, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner fur Affidavits of the High Court of Australia. 
Mr. Ludlow was admitted in 1883, 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Admission. 
Messrs. AA. M. Colin & Co., of 52, New Broad-street, London, E.C., 
have taken into partnership Mr, Osean W. Sevicman, and their tirm 
will for the future be carried on under the style of Cohn, Seligman 


& Co. 





Dissolution. 


Percy Winuis Russet, and ALEXANDER CUMMING, soliciturs (Russell, 
Son & Cumming), No. 14, Old Jewry-chambers, in the City of London. 
April 3. The said Percy Willis Russell will continue the said business 
under the present style. [G'azelte, May 22. 


Information Required. 


EDWARD PURCHASE, Wimbledon.—Will any solicitor who pre 
pared a will for Mr, Edward Purchase, of Wimbledon, between June, 
1903, and March, 1909, or any person having knowledge of the prepara 
tion of such will, kindly communicate with A, W. Osmond, Esq., 6, 
South-square, Gray’s-inn, W.C.? It is thought that a solicitor in the 
neighbourhood of Great George-street, Westminster, drew up the will. 





General. 
At a meeting of the Society of Chairmen and Deputy-Chairmen ef 
Quarter Sessions in England and Wales, held on ‘Tuesday at the Guild- 
hall, Westminster, Mr, Montagu Sharpe was unanimously re-elected 
president and Mr, J. W. Willis Bund was elected vice-president. 
At the Savoy Hotel, last Saturday, the members of the South Wales 
Circuit gave a dinner in honour of the appointment of Sir John 
Sankey to the bench. Among those present were the Earl of Ialsbury, 
Sir Samuel Evans, Mr. Justice Bankes, Mr. Justice Atkin, and Sit 
W. Rees Davies (Chief Justice of Hong Kong). 
After eight months’ imprisonment the entire High Court of Viborg, 
consisting of 16 judges, returned to Helsingfors last Sunday from Russia. 
All Viborg assembled to meet them. Flowers were strewn in their path, 
addresses of welcome were delivered, the crowd meanwhile cheering 
enthusiastically. Mounted gendarmes riding along sidewalks used their 
horsewhips, severely flogging the public. <A score of persons were 
arrested. The charge against them appears to be one of ‘ unlawful 
cheering.’ <All reports fail to disclose any other ground for police inter- 
ference. 
The 7'imes of the 25th inst., in the course of an article on the New 
Poor Suitors’ Rules, says:—Up to last week 150 solicitors and 120 
counsel had given in their names as prepared to act. The total number 
of applicants was no fewer than 817, of whom 413 were in London and 
404 in the provinces. Of the tota] no fewer than 383, or little short 
of one-half, were desirous of taking proceedings in the Divorce Court, a 
fact which contirms the evidence given before the Divorce Commission 
as to the prohibitive character of the costs of divorce proceedings. 
Ninety-two desired to sue in the King’s Bench, 137 in Chancery, eight 
in the Probate Court; three related to proceedings in the Crown Othe. 
In 194 cases it was left uncertain in what court the poor person desired 
to sue. Fresh applications are being made every day, and it is probable 
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that when the rules come into force there will be nearly 1,000 cases. 
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Mr. George Borthwick, of Lincoln’s-inn, and of Members’ Mansions, 
Victoria-street, S.W., barrister-at-law, a member of the Bar Council 
and of the Governing Body of Uppingham School, & member of the 
Cambridge University Boat Race crew in 1864 and 1865, left estate 
of which £21,753 is net personalty. He left £2,500 to the trustees 
of Uppingham School for the benefit of that school; £500 to his clerk, 
Thomas Richard Good; and after other legacies the residue of his 
property to Eleanor Mary, wife of the Right Hon, Eugene Wason, P.C., 
M.P. for Clackmannan and Kinross. 


At a meeting of the Royal Historical Society, on the 21st inst., Pro- 
fessor A. F. Pollard read a paper in which he examined the authen 
ticity of the journals of the House of Lords. It had been suggested, 
he said, to account for the gaps in the journals, that possibly they 
had been tampered with to conceal the fact that the House was not a 
party to the religious sentiment of 1559. But there were many other 
gaps as well. His conclusion was that the extant records were original, 
disfigured only by gaps due to carelessness and the ravages of time. 
There was need for re-editing the journals, the Rolls of Parliament, 
and the Statutes of the Realm, from the historical as well as the legal 
point of view. 


In the House of Commons, on the 2lst inst., Mr. Fell asked the 
Home Secretary if he would instruct the police to prosecute in the 
case of the first motor-car which they found being driven at night 
in the metropolitan area with head-lights of a dazzling brightness, so 
that the question might be decided by the magistrate whether the car 
was or was not being driven to the common danger of the public. 
Mr. McKenna : I do not think that proceedings could usefully be taken 
unless there were definite evidence that the driving of a car with 
dazzling headlights was an actual cause of danger. If a case arises 
in which such evidence is available, the question of proceedings will 


be considered. 


The scope of the Bar Council, says the Globe, might usefully be ex- 
tended in an Imperial direction. In nearly all the Colonies there are bar 
organizations. Why should not the Bar Council arrange periodical meet- 
ings, at which representatives of the Colonial bars might, in common 
with English Jawyers, discuss legal matters of Imperial interest? The 
American Bar Association holds an annual congress, which lasts for 
several days. At its Montreal meeting last August the Lord Chancellor 
delivered a memorable address, which has, apparently, inspired the 
attempt to create a similar organization in England. The annual 
meeting of the bar is a very perfunctory business, in which no real 
interest is taken at the inns. 


A remarkable case, says the Zimes, came before Chancellor Six 
Philip Baker-Wilbraham at his visitation at Chester Cathedral on 
Monday. The rector of Thornton-in-the-Moors, near Chester, had 
nominated as his warden Mr. Joseph Littler, a Wesleyan Methodist. 
The people’s warden, Mr. Johnson, and Mr. Perryn, of Trafford 
Hall, a parishioner, objected on the ground that Mr. Littler 
is a Wesleyan. The Chancellor; The question I have to consider 
is whether there is anything in being a Wesleyan which disqualifies 
him from taking the office of churchwarden if he has been elected 
by the rector. ‘he question of whether he can sign the declaration 
with his religious views is question for his own conscience, and not 
for me; but 1 am bound to hold that there is no actual disqualification 
for the office owing to the mere fact that Mr. Littler is a Wesleyan. 
Therefore if he signs the declaration [ shall admit him. The Registrar 
having remarked that it was a solemn declaration and equivalent to 
an oath, Mr. Littler signed the declaration and was duly admitted. 


The Government, says the Globe, having already appointed five 
Commissions or Committees to consider questions of legal interest 
without having given legislative effect to their recommenda- 
tions, have resolved to appoint yet another. The inquiries 
into Imprisonment for Debt, the Divorce Laws, the Land 
Registry, the Jury Laws, and the business of the King’s 
Bench Courts are to be followed by an inquiry into the operation of 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act. It may be hoped that ‘‘ malin- 
gering’’ will be among the subjects within the province of the Com- 
mittee. Almost on the very day on which the Government announced 
their intention of ordering an inquiry into the working of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act an application for the stoppage of the payment of 
compensation was made to the county court judge of Birmingham, 
which showed that a workgirl had been shamming blindness for seven 
my for the sake of the 4s. 6d. a week which was originally granted 
er because, as she alleged, some filing dust flew into one of her eyes 
whilst she was working as a scissors-setter. , 
ment would be poetic justice. 

Mr. Howard Chatfeild Clarke, F.R.I.B.A., has been elected pre- 
sident of the Surveyors’ Institution, in succession to Mr. W. Edward 
Woolley, whose term of office has expired. The new president, says 
the 7'imes, was born in London in 1860, the son of the late Mr. Thomas 
Chatfeild Clarke, who was president of the Surveyors’ Institution in 
1894. He entered into partnership with his father in 1885, under the 
style of T. Chatfeild Clarke & Son. Mr. Chatfeild Clarke has been, 
since 1895, surveyor to the Fishmongers Company, of which he is 
a liveryman, and he designed the new buildings for the company’s 
Gresham School, which was founded in 1554 at Holt, Norfolk, Sir 
John Gresham. He is also s liveryman of and surveyor to the Card- 


Proportionate imprisun- 


wainers Company, whose fine hall in Cannon-strect he designed and 
Among other appointments, Mr. Chatfeild 


built a few years ago. 








Clarke holds those of surveyor to the Provident Clerks’ and 
General Mutual Life Assurance Association, and to the London office 
of the Scottish Union and National Insurance Company. He became 
land surveyor to the London, Tilbury and Southend Railway Company 
in 1901, and has been acting on behalf of the Midland Railway Company 
since the latter company absorbed the Southend system. His knowledge 
of real estate matters, coupled with his judicial turn of mind, has 
caused Mr. Clarke’s services to be in great request as an expert witnes 
and arbitrator in compensation cases under the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act and other measures, both on behalf of property owners 
and public authorities, including the London County Council. One 
of the best known of the cases with which he has been concerned 
is that of the acquisition of property for the Mall Approach. He is 
also often a witness in light and air and party-wall cases at the High 
Court. 








Wuy Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of geath 
from the Scorrish Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Limirep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 


Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C.. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) 








Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices : 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








Members of the legal profession who are not already familiar with 
the Oxford Sectional Bookcase are invited to look into the merits of a 
bookcase combining handsome appearance, high-class workmanship, and 
moderate cost. The ‘‘ Oxford ”’ is probably the only dust-proof sectional 
bookcase obtainable. An extreme y interesting booklet containing illus- 
trations and prices may be obtained, post free, from the manufacturers 
William Baker & Co., The Model Factory, Oxford.—(Advt.) 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


June 3, 10, 16, 24.—Messrs. Hampton & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Estates and 
Properties (seo advertisement, front page, May 

June 4, 11.—Mersrs. Sriuson & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold 
Properties (see advertieement, page iii May 23). 

June 4—Messra, H. E. Fostex & Ceanrreup, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, 
Valuab'e Interests and Policies (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

June 9, 30.--Messrs. Denenaam, Tewson & Cartwnoce, at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
hold and Leasehold Estates and Investments (see advertisement, page ii, May 23). 

June 12.—Messrs. Gazzn & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents (see 
advertisemen's, page iv, May 23). 

June 16, July 21.—Messrs. Danie. Surrs, Son & Oaxcey, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Building Kstates (see advertisement, page xiv, May 23). 

June 18.—Messrs. Martz & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residential Estate’ 
Freehold Properties and Investments (see advertisement, page iv, May 23). 

June 23.—Mesers, Daiver, Jonas & Co,, at Ashford: Farms, &. (see advertisement, 
page iii, May 23). 

June 29.—Messrs. Keus.ey, at the Mart, at 2: Freshold Investments (see advertise 
ment, page iii, May 23). 

July 1.—Messrs. Detver, Jowas & Co., in copjunction with Messrs. Hanpime & Som, 
at St, Albans, at 3: Frechold Estate, Farme, dc. (see advertisement, page iii, May 23). 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gatette.—FRIDAY, May 22. 


BRIDGEPORT STEAMSHIP Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
Reginald Richard Minshaw, 4, Lloyd's av, liquidator. 


GRINDLETON INDUSTRIAL ASSOCIATION, LTD. (IN L1QUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 20,to send their names and addresses, and the ticulars of their 
debts or claims, to Thomas Latham, Harrison ter, Grindleton, ur Clitheroe, liquidator. 


Miss ALLBUTT, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Philip Edward Harding 
28, Budge row, liquidator, 


METAL HEAT TREATMENT, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to 
send their na-es and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John H. Freeborough, 25, Fig Tree In, Sheffield, liquidator. 


LOWLANDS RUBBER FSTATES (CEYLON), LTD (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required 
on or before July 20, to send their names and with particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Benjamin Pearson, 4, Suffolk st, Pall Mail East 
liquidator. 

SAMUEL Porritt & Sons, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 20, to 

send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Arthur Ernest Porritt, “Beechfield,” Bamford, nr Kochdale, Lancs, liquidator. 
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URALLA Co, LTD..(IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required 
June 30, to send their names and 
+ orclaims, to William Frederick Garland, 6, Queen street p!, liquidator 





TYNESIDE AFRICAN Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to send their 


names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy 
Farbridge Ward, 27, Moseley st, Newcastle upon Tyne, liquidator 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
Linirzp 1m CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TURSDAY, May 26. 


ARGONITE NON-FLAMMABLE CELLULOID Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Edward Holland , 17, Coleman st, liquidator. 


THE FRAME Foop Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required forthwith to=send their names and 
a idresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. A. Yeutman, 2, Coleman 
st, liquidator. 

PORTUGUESE SOUTH AFRICA LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 9, to send 
their names and addresses, »nd the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. C. V. 
Grundy, ¢05-809, Salisbury House, London Wall, liquidator. 


PoYNTON PARK ESTATES, UTp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 3, to send in 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Harrop 
Marshall, 18, Union st, Underbank, Stuckport, liquidator. 


JAMES STRAKER & SON, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 13, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr, 
James Straker, Market st, Abergavenny, liquidator. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


NORTH SUSSEX GAS AND WATER CoO.—Creditors are required, on or before June 3, to 
—- of their debts and claims to H. Brougham, 33, Carey st, Lincolns ino, 
liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 22. 


Akwara Tin Trust of Nigeria, Ltd. 
Purdue, Ltd. 


Uralla Co, Ltd. 
C. Perls & Co, Ltd. 


Chipmans, Ltd. The Automobile Trading Co, Ltd. 
Gold Mines of Longos, Ltd. The International Machine Unhairing Co, 
Philippines Mineral Syndicate Ltd. Ltd. 


Weston Dental Manufacturing Co, Ltd 

Lowlands Rubber Estates (Ceylon), Ltd, 

New Isle of Man Pure Ice Cold Storage 
and Abattors Co, Ltd. 

Automatic Pipe Cleaner Syndicate, Ltd, 


Asiatic Cinematograph Co, Ltd. 

Street Lighting Co, Ltd. 

Merrie England Holiday Camps, Ltd. 

Parton, Son & Co, (London) Ltd. 

Unipunch Syndicates, Ltd. 

Harrogate, Ripon, Knaresborough and 
District’ Plate Glass Insurance Co, 
Ltd. 

London Gazette,—TUESDAT, May 26. 


Tetney Oil and Manure Co, Ltd. Molesworth Rubber Estates, Ltd. 
C.E.M., Ltd. Ilford Cinema, Ltd. 
Dependence Incubat or Co, Ltd, The Wallsall Co-operative Horse Collar 
R. Brindley & Son, Ltd. and Leather Society, Ltd. 
Rubber, Oil and General Promotions, Ltd. Rifle Clubs Supplies Association, Ltd. 
Portuguese South Africa, Ltd, The Tyneside African Co, Ltd. 
H. E. Kershaw, Ltd. Burton Wells, Ltd, 
Manchester Racquet and Tennis Courts Motor Tours, Ltd. 
Co, Ltd, The Woolmer Estates Brickworks, Ltd. 


, on or befor® 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cratm, 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 22. 


ALEXANDER, CATHERINE, YATE*, Hans pl, Chelsea July 1 Baggally, Poche 
BARROL, GEORGE WILLIAM, Bournemouth June19 Thombson & Co, Raymond bidgs 
BeENN. HANNAH, Halifax June1? Bastide & Co, Halifax L 

BERGER, SAMUEL SHARPS, Gloucetter sq, Hyde Park July1 Wilde & Co, College hill 
Brown, THOMAS, Blackfriars rd, Rare Collecter June 12 Jones, Blackfriars rd 


| BRUSEY, JAMES, Bedford st, Strand, Fish Merchant June 30 Browne, Hart at Bloomsbury 


CARTER, ELIZABETH, Boston, Lancs June20 Millington & Co, Boston a 
CHOTZNER, JOSEPH, Warrington cres, Maida Vale, Author Jcne 24 Round & Nathan, 
Walbrook 


Cuay, Loutsa, Harstoft, nr Chesterfield July 6 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfleld 


COLTHURST, EDWARD BEADON, Clifton, Bristol Ju'y 17 Evans & Taylor, Bristol 

CRUICKSHANK, HARRI+T CATHERINE, Croydon, Surrey July 4 Hayward, Honiton 

DEALTRY, WILLIAM, Weston super Mare June 30 Press & Press, Bristol 

DEMPSTER, ROpERT, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon Juns 8 Porter & Co, Conway 

EASTLAND, ELIZABETH, Fulham June 24 Hussey & Master, Stone bidgs 

FLETCHER, AMY CECILIA, Gravesend, Kent June 24 Hilder, Gravesend 

FURNISS, WILLTAM, Epsom June 25 Scott,Staple inn, Holborn 

GOODE, EMMA MARTHA, West Norwvod, Surrey June 26 Linsay & Co, Ironmonger In 

GREENHALGH, ESTHER MARTHA, Tottington, Bury, Laucs July 18 Addleshaw & Co, 
Manchester 

HANNA, + raed BATHURST, Petersfield, Hants June20 Shield & Mackarness, Peters- 
field 

HARDMAN, SARAH. Rochdale July 20 Houston, Duchy of Lancaster Office 

HEDLEY, JOHN THOMAS, Newcastle upon .fyne June 6 Drury, Newcastle upon 
tyne 

HOPPER, WILLIAMSHENRY, Croydon, Surrey June 30 Gravely, Croydon 


| HorToN, Rev Canon REGINALD, Southbourne, Hants June25 Stone & Co, Bath 


HUDDEN, JOSEPH GEORGE, Keynsham, Somerset June 80 Press & Press, Bristol 


| Kerr, HArRRretr TEVvIoT, Kurseong, Bengal, India June 20 Loughborough & Co, 


Austin friars 
Loy, SARAH ANN, Copley pk, Streatham July 16 Slater & Co, Darlaston, Staffs 
MALDEN, ARTHUR RUSSBLL, Salisbury June 13 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 
MELLOR, AMELIA JANE, Southport July1 Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 


| ORR, ALEXANEER, Liverpool! June 19 Smith & Son, Liverpool 


OXTOBY, SARAH ANN, Harrogate July 1 Jeffery, Bradford 

POWELL, JAMES, Builth, Brecon July 18 Vaughan, Builth 

PRESS, EDWARD PAYNE. Bristol, So'icitor June 30 Press & Press, Bristol 

RAWCLIFFE, HENRY, Windermere, Westmorland, JP July 1 Woolcott & Co, West 
Kirby, Cheshire 

RICHARDSON, JANE, Olton, Warwick June 26 Walker & Meek, Birmingham 


| RieBy, ANNE ALICE, East Putney June 21 Wootton & Son, London Wall 
| ROWBOTHAM, JOHN HATTON HOWARD, Richmond, Surrey July6 Kimbers & Boatman, 


Lombard st 

SARGEANT, JAMES, Exeter June 20 Alford, Exeter 

SCHOFIELD, LouIsA, Southport July 20 Mardsley & Hadfie'd, Southport 

SIEVERS, ‘eee West Hartlepool, Farmer June 6 Fryer & Webb, West Hartle- 
poo 

SIMPSON, FLORENCE MARY, Harrogate July 4 Sale & Co, Manchester 


| SIMPSON, TOM JOHN HARRISON, Lincoln June 30 Andrew & Thompson, Lincoln 


SMITH, ANNIE, Stockport, Cheshire Jun2 24 Sidebotham & Sidebotham, Stockport 


| SMITH, EDWIN, Luddendenfoot, nr Halifax June 27 Dey, Halifax 


SMITH, JOHN FREDERICK, Ashby de la Zouch, Leicester June 30 Smith & Co, Ashby 
de la Zouch 


| THOMPSON, THOMAS, Hunslet, Leeds, Gas Stoker June 27 Grange & Neild, Leeds 


| WEINHOLT, JESSIE MavupD, Alexandra rd, St John’s Wood June 30 


URQUHART, HENRY JOHN DEVERIL, Westleton, Suffolk June 24 Ryan & Co, 
Chancery In 

VARLEY, HAROLD PERCIVAL, Walton, Suffolk July 1 Terrell & Varley, Copthall av 

Joseph, Fore st 

——— a Keyes rd, Cricklewood, Costume Manufacturer June 80 Joseph, 

ore 8 

vo. pone, ELtzA, Ibstock, Leicester June 30 Smith & Co, Ashby de la 

Zouc 


a 
| WILLETTs, WILLIAM, Halesowen, Worcester June 24 Grove, Halesowen 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, May 22. Pet Mayl Ord May 20 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARON, LEONARD JAMES, Harpur st, Bloomsbury | BLAKER, HORACE, 
ineer High Court Pet Mar 21 Ord May 18 | 


BARKER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, 
Merchant LimcelIn Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
BARR, JAMES, Bootle or Liverpool, Engineer Liverpool | CLIPSHAM, HERBERT, Great 


BEBBINGTON, PERCIVAL, Waterloo, Lancs, 
Liverpool Pet — 15 Ord May 20 
t 


Timber | CAMBRIDGE, GILBERT GEORGE, Pengam, Mon, Grocer’s 
ASsistant Tredegar Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

rimsby, Watchmaker 
GroatGrimsby Pet May19 Ord May 19 

Foreman | COOMBES WILLIAM HENRY THOMAS, Cosham, Hants, 
Builder Portsmouth Pet May5 Ord May 20 


Lincoln, 


Liss, Hants, Jeweller Ports- CONINGHAM, WALTER ROBERTSON, Delhi odia 
mouth Pet May 19 Ord Mey 19 5 4 aed 


Court Pet April7 Ord May 19 


ASHWORTH, SPENCER, Blackburn, Paintor Blackburn | BorToMLEY, JAMES, South Elmsall, ur Pontefract Wake- | COOKE, ROBERT, Stamshaw, Portsmouth, Butcher Ports- 


Pet May 18 Ord May 18 


field Pet May 16 Ord May 16 


mouth Pet May 18 Ord May 18 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOoOOoORGATE 


SrRaET, LOmNMDom, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICHN SING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation alse insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


application. 
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CRAWSHAW, Epwatb, Westham 
Pet May iS Ord May 18 
Crow, Rupoir, and Co, Liverpool, Merchants 

Pet Mar 28 Ord May 19 


586 


Weymouth Dorchester 


Liverpool 


Curtis, CLIFFORD JAMES, Melincrsthan, Neath, (lam, 
Galvanizel Sheet Opener Neath Pet May 18 Ord 
May 18 

DR BRAUCHTEF, ARTHUR NEWBOLD, Haywards Heath, 
Sussex Brighton Pet April 30 Ord May 19 


Dunors, Fravers Josera, Upper Tooting rd. Upper Toot- 


ing, Confection r Wantsworth Pet May 18 Ori 
May 18 

GAUNT, REGINALD Hersert, Preston Preston Pet 
May 20 Ord May 20 


GoOopMAN, Ronertr 
Labourer Peterborough 

GREGSON, MALCOLM MAJOR 
Motor Expert Kingston, Surrey 
May 19 

Grouse, Freperic E, St James’ st, Piccadilly 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Mar lil 

HATH, ALBERT, and JOHN HEATH, Levenshulme, Lancs, 
Cycle Factora Manchester Pet April2l Ord May 19 

HERLINY, JOHN, Rudloe rd, Clapham Park, Journalist 
Wandsworth Pet April :2 Ord May 20 

HOWARTH, Joun EDWARD, Bury, Lancs, Confectioner 
tolton Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Hvaenes, OWEN JONN, Coedely, Tonyrefail, Glam, Colliery 


WILLIAM, Alwalton, Huntingdon, 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

KNIGa8T, Surbiton, Surrey, 
Pet May 19 Ord 


High Court 


Ripper Pontypridd Pet May 18 OrdMay 18 

Kirk, SAMUEL, East Kirkby, Notts, General Dealer Not 
tingham Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

KINKRY, SRPTIMUS .PLOMMER, York, Seslsman York 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Low, PreTer JAMES, Lozells, Aston, Warwi k, Grocer 


tirmingham Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Mercer, *ALBERT, Sutton in Ashfisid, Notts, Saddler 
Nottingham Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Mitsom, THos PILKINGTON, Wakefield, Tailor 
PetMay18 Ord May Is 

Moorrs, GEORGE BELL, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester, 
Coal Merchant Salford Pet May 19 Ord May 19 


Wakefield 


NEWSOME, WALTER, Coventry, Fish Dealer Coventry 
Pe. May 18 Ord May 18 
PeAck, GEORGE WILLIAM, Ossett, Yorks, Builder Deows- 


bury Pet May 1 Ord May 20 

PELL, JOHNS ARCHIBALD, St James’, Hatcham 
Pet April3 Ord May 20 

PHILLIPS, MALCOLM, Piccadilly 
17 Ord April 22 

PvGH, ARNOLD WILLIAM, Little Aston», Staffs, Cabinet 
Maker Walsall Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

RIEROLD, PETER SAMUEL, Upper st, Islington, High Court 
Pet April 9 Ord May 20 

SCHNEIDER, ISAAC, Hanbury st, Spitalfields, Furrier High 
Court Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

STEVENS, HARRIET, Leicester, Draper Leicesto-r 
19 Ord May 19 

TALBOT, EDMUND GRORGE, Girlington, Bradford, Hardware 
Dealer Bradford Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

TAYLOR, MAUDE (a firm), New Bond st, Costumiers High 
Court Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

THACKERAY, REGINALD, Leeds, Plumber Leeds 
May 19 Ord May 19 

VEALB, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Florist 
Leeds Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Llelston, Cornwail, Biller 
May 13 Ord May 1s 

Wr1son, JOHN, jan, Sunderland, Stationer 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

WoopRrUrre, JOSEPH ALoysiUs, Aston, Birmingham, 
Tobacco Dealer Birmingham Pet May 19 Ord 
May 19 

YOUNG, WILLIAM, Colliers Wood, Surrey, Tronmonger 
Croydon Pet May 18 Ord May 18 


High Court 


Hi:h Court Pet Feb 


Pet May 


Pet 


Truro Pet 


Sunderland 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ARON, LEONARD JAMES, Harpur st, Bloomsbury, Engineer 


June 3 atl2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Varey st 
BAILFY, WILLIAM & Sons, Longton, Stoke on Trent, 
Kaithenware Manufacturers June 3 at 1130 The 


North Stafford Hotel, Stoke on Trent 
BARCLAY, JAMES, Rotherham, Electro Plate Manufacturer 
June4 at 12.30 wff Kec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
BARKER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Lincoln, Timber Merchant 
June9 atil2 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 


BARNES, SAMUEL, Bredbury, nr stockport, Farmer June3 


at 11 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Yernoon st, 
Stockport 

bein, JAMes, Kingston, Surrey, Solicitor June 3 at 11 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridg: rd 

BOTTOMLEY, JAMES, South Elmsall, nr Pontefeact June 
4 at 10.30 Off Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 

SOURNE, FREDERICK UNDERDOWN, Ramszate, Linen 
Draper May 29 at 11.:0 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, 
Canterbury 

CALEY, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Provision Merchant May 
29at1t Cf Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, 
Liverpool 

CONINGHAM, WALFER RopERTSoN, Delhi, India June3 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

CURTIS, CLIFFORD JAMES, Neath, Ga'vanised Sheet 
Opener June5 at 11 Off Rec, Government bluigs, 
St Mary’s st, Swansea 

Davirs, DAVID THOMAS, Reading, Stores Manager May 
29at ll 14, Bedford row 


DAVIS, GEORGE FREDERICK, Willeshorough, Kent, Archi- 


tect May 29 at 10.3u Off Rec, 624, Vastle st, Canter- 
bury 
DINES, LEWIS GARNETT, Wrexham, Commercial Cierk 


June 3 at 12.15 Crypt chmbr:, Chester 
Dupors, Francie Josepg, Upper Tooting rd, Confecti ner 
June3 at 11°30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 
ELLs, DAVID CADWALADR, Plas Meini, Cricciéth, Painter 
June 3ati12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
CGAUNT, REGINALD HERBERT, Preston 
Rec, 1%, Winckley st, Preston 


May 30 at ll Off 
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GREGSON, MALCOLM MAJOR KNIGHT, Surbiten, Surrey 
Motor Expert June3atl12 132, Yorkrd, Westminster 
Bridge rd 

HASLAM, FRANK, Sheffie'd, Builder June dat 11.30 Off 
Rec, Figtree In, Sheflield 

HowARTH, JouHN EDWARD, Bury, Lancs, Confectioner 
May 30 at 11 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

HvanEs, OWEN JOHN, Tonyrefail, Glam, Colliery Ripper 
May 50 at 11 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, St 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 


KIRBY, SEPTIMUS PLUMMER, York, Seedsman June 3 


at 3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
Lock, Harry, High rd, Wembley, Pianoforte Dealer 
May 29 at 3 14, Bedford row 


LOMAS, HERBERT, Manchester, Wheelwright May 29 at 3 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

MASTSRS, ALFRED, Llansamlet, Glam, Grocer June 5 at 
12 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, Swan- 


sea 

MiItsemM, THOMAS PILKINGTON, Wakefield, Tailor June 4 
at 10 Off Ree, 21, King st, Wak-~-field 

NEWSOME, WALTER, Coventry, Fish Dealer June 2 at 11 
Otf Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

PEACE, GEORGE WILLIAM, Ossett, Yorks, Builder May 29 
at 11 Off Rc, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dews- 
bur 

PELL, JOHN ARCHIBALD, St James’, Hatcham 
11.39 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Preston, JoHN, Wickersley, nr Rotherham, 
June4at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

PURCELL, EDWARD, Wallasey, Chester, Clothier May 29 at 
12 Uff Rec, Union Marine bidg, 11, Dale st, Liver- 

rl 

RIEBOLD, PETER SAMUEL, Upper st, Islington 
12 Bankruptcy bidzs, Carey st 

LOGERS, CHARLES HENRY, Swansea, Architect 
1t Off Rec, Government bidgs, St 
Swansea 

ScHNEIDER, Isaac, Uanbury st, Spitalfields, 
June 3 at 1t Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

STEVENS, HARRIETT, Leicester, Draper May 29 at3 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


June 3 at 


Farmer 


June 3 at 


June 4 at 
Mary's st, 


Furrier 


TALBOT, EDMUND GEORGE, Grlington, Braiford, Hard- 
ware Dealer May 29 at 11 Off Ree, 12, Duke st, 
Bradford 


MAUDE (a firm), New Bond st, Costumiers 


TAYLOR, 
Bankruptcy bidss, Carey st 


June 4 at 12 


THACKERAY, REGINALD, Leeds, Plumber June 4 
atil Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
THOMPSON, GEORGE ALBERT, Maidon, Essex May 29 at 


3.30 14, Bedford row 

VEALR, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Florist 
June 4at11.39 Off Rec, 14, Bond st, Leeds 

WILLIAMS, JouN, Helston, Cornwall, Build-r May 29 at 
12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

YounG, WILLIAM, Colliers Wood, Surrey, TIronmon ser 
June 3at 12.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 


ADJUDICATIONS., 

ApnorT, JAMES VERCOR, Brighton HighCourt Pet April 
9 Ord May 20 

(ASHWORTH, SPENCER, Blackburn, Painter Blackbura Pet 
May 18 Ord May 18 

BARKER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Lincoln, Timber Mer- 
chant Lincoln Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

BECKMAN, ABRAHAM, Grafton st, Mile End, Woollen Mer- 
chant’s Salesman High Court Pet May 15 Ord 
May 18 

BLAKER, Horace, East Liss, Hants, Jeweller Portsmouth 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

BOTTOMLEY, JAMES, South Elmsall, nr Pontefract Wake- 
fleld Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

CAMBRIDGOR, GILBERT GrORGR, Pengam, Mon, Grocer's 
Assistant Tredegar Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

CLIPSHAM, HERBERT, (ireat Grimsby, Watchmaker 
Great Grimsby Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

COOKE, ROBERT, Portsmouth, Hants, Butcher Portsmouth 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 , 

CRAWSHAW, EDWARD, Westham, Weymouth 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

CURTIS, CLIFFORD JAMES, Neath, Galvanized Sheet Opener 
Neath Pet May )8 Ord May 18 

DAYSON, SARAH, Bursler, Staffs 
Ord May 18 ’ 

Dupois, Francis Josern, Upper Tooting rd, Confectioner 
Wandsworth Pet May is Ord May 18 

GAUNT, BEN OSWALD, Hoylandswaine, nr Penistone, Yorks, 
Farmer Barnsley Pet May 13 Ord May 19 

GAUNT, REGINALD HERBERT, Preston Preston Pet May 
20 Ord May 20 

HOWARTH, JOHN EpWARD, Bury, Lancs, Confectioner 
Bolton Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Hucues, OWEN JOHN, Coedely, Tonyrefail, Glam, Colliery 
hipper Pontypridd Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

KEALEY, JOHN, Johnson’s ct, Fleet st, Journaist High 
Court Pet Mar 4 Ord May 19 

Kina, T H (male), Great College st, Draper High Court 
et Mar 30 Ord May 20 


Dorchester 


Hanley Pet April 9 


KIRK, SAMUEL, East Kirkhy, No'ts General Dealer 
Nottingham Pet May 20 Ord May 20 
KIRKBY SEPTiIMUS PLUMwER, York, Seedsman York 


Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

LAW, JOHN ORLANDO, Woking, Surrey 
Aprii 16 Ord May 19 

LLOYD, CHARLES LLEWELLYN, Fleet st, Advertisement 
Contractor High Court Pet April 16 Ord May 20 

Lock, Harry, Wembley, Middlesex, Pfanoforte Dealer 
St Albans Pet May 14 Ord May 19 

Low, PrTeR JAMES, Lozells, Aston, Warwick, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet May 15 Ord May 18 

MARSHALL, JAMRS WATTS, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale, 
Financier High Court Pet Mar 21 Ord May 20 

MERCER, ALBERT, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Saddler 
Nottingham Pet May18 Ord May 18 

MritsomM, THOMAS PILKINGTON, Wakefield, Yorks, Tailor 
Wakefield Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Moores, GEORGE BELL, Choriton cum Hardy, Manchester, 
Coal Merchant Saiford P*t May 19 Ord May 19 


Guildford Pet 


EEKLY REPORTER. 





NEALE, WILLIAM BEVOIR BUCHANAN, Sinclair rd, Ken- 
sington, Company Promoter High Court Pet Mar 
6 Ord May 18 

NEWSOME, WALTER, Coventry, Fish ani Game Dealer 
Coventry Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

VENDRY, ARTHUR, Riffel rd, Cricklewcod 
Pet Mar 10 Ord May 20 

PUGH, ARNOLD WILLIAM, Little Aston, Staffs, Cabiret 
Maker Walsall Pet May 19° Ord May 19 

SCHNEIDER, ISAAC, Hanbury s', Spitalfields, Furrier High 
Court Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

STEVENS, HARRIET, Leicester Leicester Pet May 19 
Ord May 19 

TALBOT, EDMUND GEORGF, Girlington, Bradford, Hardware 
Dealer Bradford Pct May 18 Ord May 18 

THACKERAY, REGINALD, Leeds, Plumber 
May 19 Ord May 19 

TrpptnG, JoHN ANDREW, Ashton under Lyne, Draper 
Ashton under Lyne Pet April 6 Ord May 15 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Helston, Cornwall, Builder Truro Pet 
May 13 Ord May 20 

WILSON, JOHN, junr, Sunderland, Stationer Sunderland 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

WooLr, Morris, Chance st, Bethnal Green rd 
Pet April 9 Ord May 19 


High Court 


Leeds Pet 


High Court 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, May 26 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bowen, Grorak, Aston B.tterell, nr Bridgnorth, Salop, 
Licensed Viezualler Shrewsbury Pet May 22 Ord 
May 22 : 

BRETON, LANCELOT MOYLE, Southampton, Medical Pr :e- 
titioner Wandsworth Pet May 22 Ord Mav 22 

Brown, Jos, Klackburn, Coal Dealer Blackhbura Pet 
May 23 Ord May 2% 

Craic, H T Gresoy, Chr'stchurch, Hants 
April 18 Ord May 22 

DESHAYES, HENRY, Milk st bidgs Hizh Court Pet Mar 
21 Ord May 22 : 

HEADINGTON, HENRY JOSEPH, Reading, General Dealer 
Reading Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

JAcKSoN, THOMAS Kay, Bolton, Saddler Bolton Pet 
April 22 Ord May 20 ; 

JOHNSTON, BENJAMIN, Belper, Derby, Auctioneer Derby 

May 23 Ord May 23 

youn WILLIAM PRIESTLY, Bradford, Coal Merchant 
Bradford Pet May 22 Ord May 22 ; 

INGRAM, Lovis HENRY, Richmond mans, Eal’s Court, 
Merchant High Court Pet April 18 Ord May 22 

MELEN, JoHN JosePH, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 ; 

PALMER, JOSEPH, Barsby, Leisester Leicester Pet May 22 
Ord May 22 i 

POLLARD, WALTER WINDLE, Noggarth, nr Ne’son, Lancs, 
Carrie: Barnley P.t May5 Ord May 21 

TUCKER, JOHN, Newport, Mon, Dairyman Newport, Mon 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

WELLS, Honack THOMAS, Mickleover Derby, Gardener 
Derby Pet Msy 21 Ord May 21 : 

WINGROVF, RICHARD, Monument st, Contractor High 
Court Pet April4 Ord May 21 


FIRST _.‘ MEETINGS. 

BLAKER, Horace, East Liss, Hants, Jeweller June 4 at 4 
Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouh 

BOWEN, GEORGE, Astor Botterell, nr Bridgnor. h, Licensed 

Victualler June 6 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Swan Hil', 

Shrewsbury 


Poo'e Pet 


CLIPSHAM, HERBERT, Great Grimsby, Watchmaker 
June 2 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary's chnrbrs, Great 
Grims 


COMBES, Winttast Iignry THOMAS, Cosham, Hants, 
Buider June4at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st, Portsmouth 

CRAWSHAW, EDWARD, Westham, Weymouth June 4 at 
12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

DESHAYES, HENRY, Milk st bldgs June 4at1 Bank- 
rupt:y bidgs, Carey st 

EpWArps, JoHN THOMAS, and THOMAS LiLoyD, Maestag, 
Builders June 4 at 3 117, St Mery st, Cardiff 

Gauss, Freperic E, St James st, Piccadily June 4 at 12 
Binkruptcy bidgs, Carey st ; 

HERLIBY, JoHN, Rudloe rd, Clapham Park, Journalist 
Jane 3 at1 1:2, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

INGRAM, Louis HeNRY, Richmond mans, Earl's Cowt 
Merchant June4at 11 Wtaukruptecy bidgs, Carey st 

Jow«TT, WILLIAM PRIESTLEY, Bradford, Coal Merchant 
June 4 at il Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

King, SAMUEL, Rast Kirkby, Notts, General Dealer June 
4atll Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

KREvz, EMIL, Hendon, Musician June 5 at 3 14, Bed- 
ford row : 

LISTER BROTHERS, Crook, Durham, Builders June 4 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Low, PETER JAMES, Lozells, Aston, Warwick, Grocer 
Sune 5 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st 
Birmingham : : 

Mercer, ALBERT, Sutton in Ashfle’d, Notts, Saddler 
June 4 at 12 Off Rec, 12, St Peter's churchy «rd, 
Derby 

PALMeER, JosErH, Barsby, Leicester June 3 at 11 Of 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester Gat 

PayN, EvwarD Hopkins Fox, Newport, Isle of Wight, 
Draper June 3 at 3.15 Off Rec, 98, High st, New- 
port, Isle of Wight h 

PorrerR, LEWIS GEORGE, Hingham, Norfolk, Miller June 
Sat 12.80 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

PucH, ARNOLD WILLIAM, Little Aston, Staffs, Cahinet 
Maker June4at 12 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wol- 
verhampton 

ROBERTS, CLAUD HAMILTON LEWIS CRAMER, Oxford, 
Tutor JuneSat12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

WINGROVE, RICHARD, Monument st, Contractor June 4 
atill Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Wooprvrrr, JosEPH ALOysIUS, Birmingham, Tobacco 
Dealer June5at12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation 
st, Birmingham 
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